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REPORT SUMMARY

1. SIZE OF THE SURVEY POPULATION

Questionnaires were returned by 27,623 students (approximately 13.5 % of the total

head count enrollment in 1971-72). Washington community college students comprised

46.8% of the SRS population with public four-year institutions and independent

colleges and universities contributing 37.9% and 15.3% respectively to the total

sample.

2. INSTITUTIONAL PARTICIPATION

Every independent and public, two and four-year college and university in the state

of Washington co-operated in the Student Resource Survey project.

3. PROFILE OF STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS

Chapter III presents a profile of Washington students derived from SRS responses.

The follczling summary statements were extracted from the profile characteristics:

A) ETHNIC BACKGROUND

The representation of non-white students in post-secondary education is

apparently increasing. A comparison of SRS responses with state-wide

popWation data would indicate that Black students.are proportionately

represented in higher education while Oriental/Asian-American students are

enrolling in post-secondary programs at a rate twice their state-wide

population propOrtion. Conversely, the Chicano/Mexican-American student

population is only half of their representation in the population percen-

tages. As noted in the body of the report, the responses indicating an

American Indian/Native American heritage are apparently over-stated and

will not support any conclusions about this student population.

PARENTAL INCOME

Almost 50% (46.7%) of the total respondent population reported 1971 parental

income of between $9000 and $18,000 . The .community colleges had the highest.

percentage f students from families with incomes below $6000 (22.1%)



while the independent institutions reported the highest percentage over

$21,000 (22%). Average parental income for the three segments were:

Public Four-Year Institutions, $13,970; Independent Institutions, $14,670;

and Community Colleges, $11,960.

C) EMPLOYMEr

Better than half of the students in the survey report working during the

school year with the average hours of employment falling between 15 and 20

hours per week. Better than 75% of the total repondents report working

during summer vacations.

D) PERSONAL INCONE

As noted above, most students work and their earnings are the primary source

of money to pay for their educations. The median 1971 income of all students

in the survey (and their spouses where applicable) was $1,670. Total

personal income of under$1,000 was reported by 35.8% of the respondents

while 13.2% (mostly part-time and married students) reported annual incomes

in excess of $7,500. Employment earnings account for.approximately half

of the total resources reported by students.

E) EDUCATIONAL INDEBTEDNESS

One out of four repondents reported borrowing at some time during their

academic careers to date. Students at independent colleges were most

likely to borrow (38.5% of that survey sample) while community college

students borrowed least often (16.2%). Total indebtedness varied greatly

but 4.4% of the students owed, at present, more than $2,500.

F) SELF-SUPPORTING STUDENTS.

Financial aid officers have noted for several years, a growing tendency on

the part of students to declare their financial independence from their

parents. Better than 50% of the SRS respondents considered themselves

primarily self-supporting. The federal government has set down regulations



under which a student can establish his Self- supporting status for federal

student aid programs. To satisfy the regulations, a student may not have

been claimed as a tax dependent for the preceeding two years, may not

have received more than $200 in parental support during the last year, and

may not reside with his/her parents. In applying these guidelines to the

SRS respondents, we find that 37.6% of community college students meet the

requirements as do 33.1% and 22.6% of public and independent four-year insti-

tution students respeetively. If the trend continues, the self-supporting

student will soon be the average student in our institutions. The reasons

behind the growth are not certain; students from low income families are

self-supporting as a matter of necessity but choice (student or parents?) is

increasingly important. For example, in the four-year public institution

sample, 23.3% of legally self-supporting undergraduates and 30.1% of

legally self-supportingkgraduates reported parental income in excess of

$15,000 per year. One would assume that some support from parents would

be possible at this income level. For whatever reasons, it would appear

that a growing number of students from upper-middle income families are

self-supporting when it comes to paying for a post-secondary education.

G) AIT) APPLICANTS

Slightly under 20% of the survey population described themselves as

recipients of student financial aid. When the individual reponses to all

student assistance programs (including loans not perceived as aid and awards

for which no mean test was applied) were callied, one out of three received

support from at, least one financial assistance program. Dependency on

student aid was directly related to college costs with independent insti-

tution students the most likely to seek and receive assistance and community

college students least likely to apply for and be awarded financial aid.



H) VETERANS STATUS.

Veterans comprise 16.9% of the total survey population. They are most

likely to enroll in the community colleges (22% of that survey population)

and least likely to attend private institutions (11.1%). The G.I. Bill

is the largest single program of financial support for students in the

State. There is insufficient evidence to determine whether the veterans

institutional choice is primarily determined by tuition costs or is more

a factor.of his prior academic experience and the program offerings of the

institution chosen.

4. THE COST OF GOING TO COLLEGE (Chapter IV)

The average cost of attendance was computed for student sub-population in all three

segments. Exclusive of tuition, the nine month maintenance budget (room and books,

transportation and clothing, recreation and incedental expenses) for all students

(on the averagP) railgciA from $1,Fino $2,000 ner ve,r, The gng.lvQ1Q by Qt11dAnt

characteristics (married-single, self-supporting-living with parents, etc.) displayed

a consistent pattern among all segments. Two major differences were noted:

In the comparison of sub-populations, community college students an women consis-

tently reported lower average budgets than four -year institution students or men.

5. PAYING FOR COLLEGE - THE RESOURCES AVAILABLE (Chapter V)

Self-help is the sum of resources available from a student's employment, his /her

savings (presumably from previous employment), and the amount the student borrows

for academic year expenses. Students are'primarily responsible for meeting their

own educational costs; average self-help comprises 65% of the average total, resources

at all public institutions and 55% of the average resources at independent colleges

and universities. Parental support is the next most important resource at independent

colleges (29% of total resources) while it is of lesser importance at public four-year

and two-year institutions (20% and 15% of total resources respectively).

iv



Grants and scholarships are more important than federal and state benefits in the

independent institutions averaging $270 per student vs a $200 benefit average. The

opposite is true in the public sec:ion with benefits out weighting grants; $230 vs

$160 in senior public institutions, and $320 vs $100 in community colleges.

The largest difference in available resources noted in the analysis of sub-populations

was the large gap between average male resources and average female resources.

Women reported from $730 to $970 less resources than their male classmates for the

nine month academic year. Women did receive higher parental contributions than men

but were substantially below the male average in almost every other category.

6. PARENTAL CONTRIBUTIONS

Perhaps the most surprising finding from the SRS study was the large number of

parents who, according to their sons and daughters, are making little or no conti-

bution towards college costs. The majority (60.4%) of community college students

received under $200 in parental support during 1971-72 with 44.7% reporting no

parental contribution. Comparable figures for public four-year and independent

institutions were 50.4% under $200 (38.7% no contribution) and 39.4% under $200

(29.8% no contribution) respectively.

A comparison of student-reported parental_ support with the expected College

Scholarship Service parental contributions for legally dependent undergraduate students

showed another contradiction. Parents with incomes under $6,000 contributed substan-

t....aily more to college costs than the standard CSS contribution. Parents with

incomes between $6,000 and $12,000 contributed at a rate approximating the national

CSS norms while families with incomes over $12,000 undercontributed substantially.

In fact, the higher the family income, the less likely were parents to make the

standard contribution. Parents do seem less willing to contribute substantially

towards college costs, but more important than willingness, is the wide divergence

between financing theory and family fiscal reality. The theory of financial need

analysis asserts that the parental contribution is primary. Simplistically stated,



need analysis is a process whereby the student's budget is established, the expected

parental contribution is subtracted from the budget as is some student self-help

contribution. The difference between costs and these resources is financial need

which can he met by other resources .g., benefits or additional self-help, grants,

scholarships, etc.

In practice, the parental contribution seems to be the final step in the financing

equation. First, the student works (and borrows), then he/she may apply for

financial aid, and finally the parent fills the gap between these resources and the

student's needs.

Indicative of this pattern is the parental contributions reported (by segments)

for families with the same approximate income. The average CSS expectation for

families with two to three children and annual incomes of between $12,000 and $14,999

is $1,560. The student reported parental support for this income range is $840 at

independent institutions, $620 at senior public colleges and universities and $430

at community colleges. Thus, within the same income range, parental contributions

increase with increasing costs.

More research is needed on this subject; planners studying new financing patterns in

post-secondary education must identify parental contribution levels that will provide

a meeting point between economically feasible contributions and the amount of money

parents are filing to contribute towards college costs.

7. DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENT AID (Chapter VI)

Although each institutional segment demonstrates individual program differences and

although all institutions clearly need additional aid resources, the distribution of

the available aid funds among the segments is basically equitable. No groups of

institutions report a disproportionate share of the available dollars.

8. PROJECTING STUDENT NEEDS (Chapter VII)

A simplified and straight forward projection of the amount of additional resources

needed to meet the reported student deficits indicates that Washington needs as much



as thirty-six million additional dollars to meet student deficits. The actual

cost of adequate aid programs is probably substantially below this amount. Chapter

VII suggests an analytical approach that could be used to identify the true defiCit.

9. THE FEDERALLY INSURED STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM (FISL) IN WASHINGTON (Chapter IN)

There is evidence to suggest that the F.I.S.L. program as it presently functions

is not meeting the needs of Washington students. Younger students, community

college students, and non-white students all seem to be encountering considerable.

difficulties in securing F.I.S.L. program loans.

10. LIMITATIONS OF THE SRS PROJECT

The Student Resource Survey Project has collected an immense amount of information

from over 27,000 Washington students. This report, as lengthy as it is, comes

nowhere near exhausting the analytical potential existing in the student reported

data.

The SRS approach carries with it several obvious limitations. The data is student

reported, anonyMous, ar4 unverified. The responses, however, appear to be internally

consistent and with adjustments for sampling techniques, sufficiently reliable for

planning purposes. The SRS study has identified current patterns in paying for

post-secondary education. The data is descriptive of how things are, but does not

explain why they are that way. Further study on the 'why' questions is needed if

the SRS output is to be of maximum value.



CHAPTER I

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

At the direction of the State of Washington Tr, nlature (House Concurrent Resolution

72-7), the Council on Higher Education make a comprehensive study of

the problems in and methods of financing ,ondary education in the state.

The Council was asked to study in particular the role of educational loans in stu-

dent payments towards the cost of higher education.

In.accordance with these directives, the Council has undertaken a series of studies

that include:

A. An analysis of the philosophical premises that underlie the present
cost/price structure in post-secondary education

B. The historical development of methods in financing higher education

C. The possible options open to the state in restructuring higher.education
finance

Concurrent with the in-state concern for higher education has been increasing

national debate on the role of the federal government in financing post-secondary

eduCation; a debate that culminated in the passage of a legislative landmark - the

Higher Education Amendments of 1972. The aew Higher Education Act is the most com-

prehensive and complex piece of federal legislation ever passed in this field.

The impact of the legislation will undoubtedly be great, but as of this date

(August 13, 1972), the major problems in the interpretation of the law and the ad-

ministration of the programs remain unresolved.

In anticipation of the federal legislation and in keeping with their charges from

this legislature, staff of the Council on Higher Education met with representatives

of the College Entrance Examination Board to discuss a study that would satisfy one

of the Council's major needs - current and broad-based information on how

Washington students were presently paying for their post-secondary education.

The College ,Board had developed, over the past two years, a service program known

as the Student Resource Survey (SRS). The SRS program was initially intended to

provide a vehicle for individual institutions of higher education to collect and



organize the data they needed to document their requests to the federal government

for student aid funds. Adaptations of the program were subsequently made for state-

wide studies in California (concurrent with the Washington Study), North Carolina

and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. Further refinements of the questionnaire and.

analysis program were made in the Wknter of 1971-72 and finally, an agreement

between the Council on Higher Education and the College Entrance Examination Board

was reached in the Spring of 1972 to use the SRS program, modified for Washington

needs, as the major vehicle for a statewide study of student financing patterns in

higher education. This report is one major result of that agreement.



CHAPTER II - PART A

METHODOLOGY

PROCEDURE

Pursuant to the agreement between the Council on Higher Education and the College

Entrance Examination Board, r'etings with financial aid officers and

Council representatives were .0. .,:ted by the College Board staff to tailor the

Student Resource Survey to the needs and education components of the State of

Washington. After the redrafting of the sampling document, additional meetings

were held with public and private, two and four-year institution-. and State Higher

Education Agency representatives including students, financial aid officers, regis-

trars and institutional researchers. Based upon these meetings, a final survey

document was developed and disseminated to the institutions on 'April 25, 1972 (a

copy of the questionnaire is included as Exhibit A, Appendix II). Completed

questionnaires were returned to the Council on Higher Education for keypunching

by May 17, 1972. These data elements were then forwarded to the College Entrance

Examination Board for analysis.

SAMPLING TECHNIQUES

Because of the complex nature of the questions included in the Student Resource

Survey and the differences in backgrounds and economic conditions found among

Washington students, it was necessary for the study to be based on a comparatively

large sampling of the student population. Each institution was therefore provided

with enough questionnaires to cover approximately 40% of their student population.

The following minimum number of returns were requested:

A. For institution; with a full-time enrollment of 1000 or less, a.return
of 350.

B. For institutions with a full-time enrollment of 1000 to 5000, 350 or 10%
whichever is greater.



C. For institutions with a full-time enrollment of 5000 and above, 1250
or 10%, whichever is greater.

Every public four-year college or university, community college and independent

(non-profit) college or university in the state (forty-three institutions in all)

participated in the survey; all closely approximated the minimum returns required

with 34% exceeding the minimum by an average of 33%. A list of the participating

institutions and tho;r _ve sample sizes is included in the Appendices

(Exhibit B, Appenc.L,,. II).

Eleven different sampling techniques were utilized by the participating institutions

with 67% involving the use of in-session classes. Of this 67%, 37% of the classes

sampled were chosen totally at random; 13% were stratified samples reflecting the

types of students in attendance at those institutions with the remaining 17% falling

somewhere between. Eleven percent utilized a random mailing and the remaining 22%

utilized other student contact points including dormatories, cafeterias, student

lounges, student unions and course registration. Each participating institution

has received an institutional print-out containing, for that institution, the same

computer analysis utilized in this report.

CONFIDENTIALITY OF RESPONSES

This Student Resource Survey report is based on student-reported, unverified

responses to the SRS questionnaire. The questionnaire did not contain anyplace

for the identification of individual students nor were the responses of students

checked in anyway. Students were free to answer all of the questions, part of them

or none of them. Student cooperation was, however, of the highest order. Of those

students returning the questionnaire, the response rates to all of the questions

exceeded 90 percent.



GROUPING OF DATA

Given the large nuber of institutions and students involved in the survey and

the difference in pe, size, program offerings and location of those institutions,

it was decided that it was beyond the scope of this document to attempt any report

on individual institutions. As a result, all of the data were aggregated into

three segments representing the major institutional types in the state. Thus, all

public four-year colleges and universities are considered as one segment, all com-

munity colleges as a sel-)nd segment and all non-profit independent colleges and

universities as the third segment. This grouping does reflect the major differences

in governance of the institutions, admissions criteria, program offerings and, most

important for this study, the major differences in the cost of going to college.

Substantial variations among institutions in individual segments may make the anal-

ysis in this report inappropriate for any individual institution, but the sample

-4-- L r r.ue repreenLatIv.0.1.

patterns of the student sub-populations analyzed in the report.



CHAPTER II - PART B

REPRESENTATIVENESS AND RELIABILITY OF TIP: SURVEY

RELIABILITY

As noted, the Student Resource Survey collected anonymous, unverified student

responses to a series of 69 questions, 33 of which asked for descriptive infor-

mation on student characteristics, e.g., sex, class, place of abode, etc., and

36 of which asked for specific financial information on the cast of going to

college and the financial resources used to pay college costs.

A review of the questionnaire (Exhibit A, Appendix II), will demonstrate that

almost all of the questions concern items that a student should reasonably, be

expected to answer about himself/herself. The only exception to this general

rule is the question on parental income and those concerned with the tax depend-

ency status of the student and his siblings. The reliability of student-reported

parental income is discussed in PartIc of this chapter.

HOW RELIABLE WERE THE RESPONSES

Any research based on anonymous questionnaires has inherent in it several sets of

problems in data collection and analysis. Simply stated, the potential problems

in the SRS project centered on the areas of honesty, perception, nomenclature and

interpretation.

HONESTY

Students were told that they need not answer any questions to which they objected.

The response rate was gratifying with a 90% + completion rate for those students

who returned questionnaires. The response rate indicates that the respondents took

the time to read and complete the questionnaire. The subject matter seemed to strike

a responsive chord of student interests.



Frequent responses need not mean straight answers and any researcher must be alert

to students who (like most of us) al7e irritated by questionnaires and enjoy playing

games with them. There were a number of responses that were logically impossible,

e.g., great resources - no costs; living out-of-state but commuting daily (from

great distances) and a variety of other examples. In total, the number of apparent

aberrations was small and did not have much impact on the sample populations.

Generally, the student responses were internally consistent and appeared t, ern

honest effort to answer the questions. Where comparable data were available, e.g.,

actual tuitions, average loans, etc., the student responses grouped closely around

the expected averages.

The study team is confident that the SRS responses reflect an honest and conscien7

tious effort by the student respondents to provide the requested information.

PERCEPTION

Simply stated, will the student answer the question you asked or will he/she

respond to a differing perception of what the question meant?' Financial aid is a

complex field and the student responses to questions on aid received do indicate

some perceptual differences. The respondents were asked if they had applied for

aid. Many students said they had not but then reported receiving financial aid

awards for which a formal aid application was a requirement. The discrepancy appears

to be primarily a result of the student perception of what comprises financial aid.

Loan and employment programs even though they require the formal application/need

Analysis procedures, are not considered financial aid by many students.

Two other areas contained apparent perceptual problems - budgets and resources.

Student-reported cost of attendance budgets and resources to meet those costs (part-

icularly contributions from parents) are often lower than standard institutional

budgets or normal parental expected contributions. The budgets developed by colleges



normally cover the total nine-month cost of living for a student including such

items as medical insurance, clothing, recreation, etc. Normal parental contribu-

tion also includes the cost of room and board at home, the student's share of in-

surance and medical expenses, car insurance (where applicable), etc. It appears

that many students reported primarily their out-of- ncket 41-13 the cash

Tarental contribution that came directly to them. 'Thus, for many students, both

income andHexpenses seem to be slightly understated (by $200 to $400).

Perceptual rli'fferences are noted in thoseamections where' the problem seems most

apparent-

NOMEECIATURE

Education, in general, and student aid in particular, have their own "in-group"

vocabulary. Grant and scholarship programs are described in a variety of terms,

many of them attempting to identify the source of hands. Terminology also differs

amonp institutions even when describimp. the ,qnmr, prnwram. Tt is not Aurnrisino-:

therefore, that students are often conTusedl(on what :they should call the aid they

receive. This oomenclature confusion does not affect the dollars reported or the

totals for grants and scholarships, loans, job, etc. It is a warning, however,

that caution should be exercised in projectang the responses to a specific program

to a segment or statewide measure of the magnitude of -the program.

INTERPRETATION

Two types of interpretation decisions were made in the course of the report. First,

the responses to questions requiring a dollar answer were phrased in ranges (see.

Exhibit A, Appendix II)- A student reportfng a resource or expense between $601 and

$1000 would check that mange. The analysis program consimtently used mid-points of

the ranges ($800 in the example) in computingverages.



Thus, to the extent that a given response would systematically fall at either the

lower or upper end of th,.. range, the results are under or overstated. The

standard range at the upper dollar levels is .500, thus the potential error is

probably under $200 for any item. In general, the over-estimates and under-

estimates can-be expected.to cancel each other out considering the large number

of dollor responses requested. The other major interpretation concern is centered,

on program regulations,

any student aid programs are legislatively directed to specific student popu-

ations. Whenever these circumstances exist, the distribution pattern of awards

can appear to be skewed. The history and legislative base of these programs is

explained only for those areas where the project team decided that further ex-

position was necessary.

Reliability is concerned with the validity of responses for those students in the

survey population. Representativeness speaks to the degree that those responses

can be interpreted (and projected) as representative of the responses that all

students in the, state would have given if they had completed questionnaires. The

closer a sample (in size) approaches the universe to be studied, the more likely

it is to be representative.

A COMPARISON OF TOTAL ENROLLMENT AND-THE SRS RESPONDENT POPULATION

Using figures proVided by the council on Higher Education the comparative percent-

ages of the total §tudent enrollment and the SRS population are as follows:



PUBLIC-FOUR-YEAR
INSTITUTIONS

INDEPENDENT
INSTITUTIONS

COMMVITY
COLLEGES

TOTAL

FULL ENROLLMENT
1971 73,051 19,941 110,979 203,971

SRS POPULATION 10,462 4,230 12,931 27,623

PERCENTAGE OF
ENROLLMENT IN SRS 14.3% 21.2% 11.7% 13.5%
POPULATION

The sample size for each segment and for the state is large enough numerically

to insure a high level of confidence if the sample reflects the major character-

istics of the student population.

PROBLEMS IN REPRESENTATIVENESS OF ACADEMIC LOAD

As previously noted, two-third's of the institutions in the survey used class

room distribution and the majority of the remaining institutions used campus

contact point to distribute questionnaires.

Thus, those students who were most likely to be on campus or were taking the

largest of class hours were more likely to receive questionnaires. For all

three segments, full-time students are over-represented in the survey population.

(See Appendix II, Table 1) The variance ranges from a 4% overrepresentation in

Four-Year Public Institutions to 10% in Independent Institutions to 27% in the

community colleges. (The community colleges having the largest number of part-

time students)

CLASS LEVEL

For the four-year institutions,_both_publiC and_Orivate,-6ome variance exists

between SRS class levels and full enrollment statistics. In the public institutions,

10 --



the percentages of graduate students are virtually identical for both the survey

population and the total enrollment (16% plus).

The SRS sample overestimates upper division students by approximately 9% and

underestimates lower division students by the same amount.

For the Independent Institutions, the opposite is true with graduate students

underrepresented (SRS) by over 13% and upper division students overrepresented by

almost 10% (Appendix II, Table 2). Although attrition from fall to spring and

mid-year changes in class status contribute to the variance, it is probable that

the results are more a reflection of the class rooms chosen for sampling.

SEX

The. Community College sample contains 11% more women than is true of the total

enrollment population. Women are likewise overrepresented in the Four-Year

Institutional samples but to a lesser degree (3 to 6%) . (Appendix II, Table 3)

The reasons for the variance are matters for conjecture. It is possible that a

higher percentage of women returned the questionnaire. It is equally likely

that the classes surveyed had a higher percentage of women.

ETHNIC BACKGORUND

The American Indian population is overstated in the SRS tabulations for all

three segemnts. The terminology used on the questionnaire was American Indian/

Native American. It appears as if some 2% of the respondents may have inter-

preted the term as meaning native born American and responded accordingly. The

'other ethnic group percentages exhibit normal growth for the 1970 comparision

figures and appear to be representative. (Appendix II,Table. 4)



SUMMARY

The problem in representation noted do not seriously affect the SRS responses.

The variances are important, however, in any attempt to project the SRS findings

to the entire Washington student population.

A projection formula that weighted the responses in accordance with the relative

representation of the different student sub-populations would be a valuable and

reasonably accurate tool for planning purposes.



CHAPTER II PART C

The RELIABILITY .of STUDENT-RF,PORTED FAMILY INCOME INFORMATION

Family income is an important variable in any study of student financial

aid, and it is closely related to the type and amount of aid resources that are

available to an individual student. It is also a major factor in family deci-

sions about sending their children to colleges of differing costs.

The ideal approach to obtaining family income data is to work with National

or State census figures, or in some other way to'go directly to parents. In the

absence of specific census data on incomes of families with children in college,

student-reported family income data has been found to be reasonably representative

of study populations sampled and sufficiently reliable for most policy and plan-

ning purposes.

All of the data from the Washington Student Resource Survey were student-

reported and unverified. Because of different approaches to data collection on

camnuses and within segments, respondent zrouns may not he fully renresentative

of enrolled students or of financial aid recipients. Despite these obvious limi-

tations, a 90% response. rate to the questions regarding family.income from a

total survey 'respondent group of more than 27,000 students provides..valuable and

useful information.

The results from the survey appear to be compatible with other available

data and indicate appropriate similarity in income distributions. Based upon

these comparisons, it is possible to describe and estimate with some degree of

confidence a number of important factors that relate to the economic situations

of Washington college students.

Table 11-5 presents survey results for undergraduate students compared

withrecently published Census Bureau.data on the incomes of families with child-

ren in college; with the results of a recent national College Scholarship Service

(CSS) study of how college sophomores financed their education; and, with 1970-71.



CSS Institutional Summary Data for more than 18,000 undergraduates whose parents

had filed a Parent's Confidential Statement of family income and resources for

Washington colleges and universities.

Washington has long had a public committment to provide widespread

educational opportunity and, as a result, has had a higher college-going rate

than is true nationally. This higher participation rate includes a larger per-

centage of low-income students than would normally be found in a national sample.

At the same time, the state has a higher percentage of families with

incomes over $15,000 than the national average, and students from higher-income

families normally pursue a post-secondary education.

These two factors: increased participation by low-idcome families and a

higher percentage of $15,000-plus income families serve to depress the percent-

age of middle-income families when compared with national data.

The CSS filing population represents families who have formally applied

for student financial aid. As would be expected, a higher percentage of low- and

middle-income families are aid applicants, and thus this comparison does demon-

strate a heavier concentration at lower income levels than either the SRS survey

population or the national comparison populations.

With these understandable comparison differences, the survey results

appear to be acceptable, useful, and sufficiently reliable for planning, project-

ing, and reporting purposes.
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CHAPTER III

THE WASHINGTON STUDENT

The Student Resource Survey Questionnaire was administered to students at every public

four-year institution, community college and four-year independent institution in the

State of Washington. Sample sizes and methods differed among the participating in-

stitutions (as described in Chapter II), but usable responses were obtained from

27,623 students. Of the total respondents, 10,462 students (37.9%) were attending

four-year public institutions, 4,230 (15.3%) were enrolled in independent colleges

and universities, and 12,931 (46.8%) were in Washington community colleges. The size

of the sample for each participating institution is listed in Appendix II.

In the following section, the responses to the individual student descriptive ques-

tions on the questionnaire are discussed for the total sample and for the three in-

stitutional types -or segments. Detailed tables listing the actual frequency of re-

sponses by segment and for the total sample are to be found in Appendix III.
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SEX

In the total sample, there were 55.7% men and 44.3% women. The public four-year

institutions were within .6% of the total sample norms and of each other. The in-
,

dependent institutions did show a slightly different pattern with 51% men and 49%

Women..

AGE

The median age for the total sample population and for all three segments is be-

tween. 21 and 22 years of age. The public institutions, however, do involve larger

numbers of older students with the community colleges reporting 27.3% of their sam-

ple population to be over 25 years of age as compared to.24.6% for the four-year in-

stitutions and 15.3% for the independents. Of the community college survey popula-

tion, 4.9% said that they were older then 40 years of age. Students at the inde-

_pc#4cIlt ccilcgoa tondcd to bc grouped more tigLtly Lo6eLliei wah 31.5% failing.be-

tween 19 and 24 years of age.
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ETHNIC BACKGROUND

The ethnic question on the questionnaire asked students how tLey described themselves

and provided a number of options. In many other surveys, students have been reluctant

to answer ethnic background questions, but 99% of the survey respondents answered this

question. In general, the response patterns match very well with what has been dis-

covered about minority enrollments in previous surveys. However, there is one problem

area. For the total survey, 3.4% of the students indicated that they were of Amican

Indian/Native American ethnic origin. This would seem to be about 2% higher than

other data would validate. It appears, as if a fair number of the 946 respondents were

answering Native American as native born American and not as American Indians.

Caucasian students comprised 88% of the responding population in all three segments

and were 87.2% of the total sample when the 1% non-respondents were also counted.

Black /Afro Americans /Negro students were 2.3% of the survey population in both public

sectors and 2% in the independent institutions. Chicano/Mexican-American/Spanish-

Speaking Americans were a small percentage of the respondents (.9%) and were twice as

likely to be found in community colleges (1.2% of that survey population) as in the

four-year institutions (.6%) or independents (.5%). Oriental/Asian Americans and

Filipino students were equally represented (3.9%) in the four-year publics and inde-

pendent institutions and comprised 3% of the community college respondents. In the

total survey, 628 students made a valid response of "other" to the ethnic question

while 264 students did not answer the question.

MARITAL STATUS

From the total sample, 70.4% of the students indicated that they had never married

with a high of 81.2% so responding in the private segment as compared to 65.7% in the

community college and 71.8% in the four-year publics. Conversely, married students

comprised 27.8% and 24.4% of the community college and public four-year respondents,

but only 16.2% of the independent institution sample- Only 4.87 of the total sample

indicated that they were separated, divorced w±dowedor other: (see Table 4).
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Eighty-four percent of the students in the total sample'in.'Icated that they were

attending school full-time in the Spring of 1972. An additi:nal 9.7% of the re-

spondents were carrying a course load of to 3/4 of the fultime load while 6.3%

were taking less than 11 of a full-time course load. The independent institutions

had the highest percentage of full-time students (90.9%) while the community col-

leges had the most part-time respondents (19.8%). Public four-year institutions

reported 14% part-timers and 86% full-time students. (see Table 6).

RESIDENCE STATUS FOR TUITION PURPOSES

In the total sample, 85.7% of the respondents indicated that they were Washington

residents. As expected, the independent institutions had the largest number of

non-Washington students (30.6%) while the community colleges had the smallest per-

centage of non-residents (8.2%). Foreign students comprised 3.1% and 3% of the

four-year public and independent institutions respectively. California (2.5% of

the survey population) and Oregon (2.1%) were the largest identified feeder states

exporting students to Washington. (see Table 7).
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Seventy-seven percent of all respondents in the survey indicated that they intend

to complete at least a bachelor's degree. All but 5.4% of respondents from four-

year public institutions are planning on at least a bachelor's degree with 34.4%

intending to pursue a master'd degree and 21.9% intending on completing studies

through the doctoral level. Slightly fewer students in independent institutions

(16.9%) are planning on doctor's degrees, but virtually the same overall percentage

(94.8%) are planning on a bachelor's or higher degree. In the community colleges,

58.8% of the respondents indicated their intentions of eventually completing at

least a bachelor's degree with 8.6% indicating plans to continue their education

through the doctoral level. No degree or certificate plans were expressed by 8.4%

of the community college respondents and of 2.4% and 3.8% of respondents from four-

year public and private institutions respectively. (see Table 8).

PARENTAL INCOME

The median 1971 income of their parents as reported by the students in the total

survey population fell in the $12,000 to $14,999 range. Median incomes for four-

year public and private institutions were in the same range with community college

students reporting median parental incomes in the $9000 to $11,999 range. The inde-

pendent institutions had the highest percentage of families with incomes over $18,000

(30.4%) and the least percentage under $6000 (14.9%). The pattern was reversed in

the community colleges with 18.5% of the families reported having $18,000 plus in-

comes and 22.1% under $6000. The public four-year institutions were in the middle

portion, but had a pattern much like the independents with 26.8% over $18,000 and

15.8% under $6000. (see Table 9).

This pattern is reflected in the average income of student's families among the

three sectors: Public four-year institutions - $13,970; Independent Institutions

$14,670; and Community Colleges - $11,960. The combined distribution of all family

income is shown in the following chart.
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In the total sample, 52.4% of the Students attending school more than one-half time

reported that they had worked in a part-time job while school was in session. A

majority (56.7%) of community college respondents were working as were slightly under

half of the respondents from four -year institutions. Community college students also

tended to work longer hours with 20.8% of the sample population reporting over 20

hours per week employment vs 11.1% at ,the independent colleges and 11.3% at the public

four-year institutions. (see Table 10).

. PERSONAL INCOME

The median 1971 income for all respondents in the survey (and their spouses where

applicable) was $1670. Over one-third (35.8%) of the respondents reported total 1971

income of below $1000 while 13.2% reported incomes over $7,500 during the 1971-72

year. As previously noted, community college students were more likely to work longer

hours than students at four-year insvitutions. It follows therefore that earnings

would be higher and this is the case as 14.8% of the community college respondents

report earnings in excess of $7500 for the year as compared to 97 with this level of

_22 _



.kqarnings at independent institutions and 12.6% at public four-year institutions.

Vaee Table 11).

EDUCATIONAL INDEBTEDNESS

Im the total survey population, one out of four respondents indicated that they had

borrowed money under at least one long-term educational loan program. The frequency

cf borrowing varied greatly by segment with 38.5% of the survey population in the

private colleges reporting indebtedness as contrasted with 16.2% at the community

c lieges and 31.9% at the public four-year institutions. Total loans in excess of

$2500 were reported by 4.4% of the survey population (17.2% of those borrowing).

(see Table 12).

(Chapter IX contains a detailed analysis of borrowing patterns and total indebtedness.

SELF-SUPPORTING STATUS

Half of the survey population (50.77) indicated that they were primarily self-sup-

porting and only 13.8% said that they did not contribute at all to their own support.

In order for a s dent to qualify as self-supporting as an applicant for federal stn..-

dent financial aid, the student must meet certain criteria:

1. He must not have been claimed as a tax dependent for the last two years

2. He must have received less than $200 in parental support during the last year

3. He must not live with his parents.

In the public four-year sample, 54.8% of the respondents indicated that they were

presently self-supporting. (see Table 13). An analysis of the responses to the

federal &',..1$'-c,upporting eligibility criteria indicates that 33.1% of the public four-

year sample satisfy the federal requirements. Comparable figures for those feeling

that they are primarily self-supporting and those who meet the federal guidelines

(both as percentages of survey population) are community colleges, 50.7% and 37.6%

and independent institutions, 40.7% and 22.6%.

_23



The federal guidelines are quite strict and it is surprising that such high percent-

ages of students might be able to meet them. Studenls perceptions as to being pri-

marily self-supporting also seem quite reliable. The analysis of budgets and re-

sources clearly indicated that more than half of the students were, through jobs and

loans, paying the greater portion of their college expenses and parents on the aver-

age were contributing very modest amounts.

_24-



TYPE OF HOUSING

In the total survey population, 20.8% of the students indicated that they were living

with their parents. Community college students were far more likely to be living at

home (34.57) than were students at four-year institutions (under 10%).

College housing (dormitories or college apartments) was the major place of residence

(42.3%) of students at independent colleges and was also popular at public four-year

institutions (30%). Only 13.1% of the community college respondents reported living

in college housing.

Off-campus housing alone or with spouse was a significant mode of living on all seg-

ments and was reported by 23.4% of the total population. Students at independent

colleges were less likely (15.9% of the population) to report this type of housing

than were students in public institutions (24-25% range). Off-campus housing with

roommates was reported by 19.7% of the four-year public respondents and of-approxi-

mat-0y 17-13%

(see Table 14).

P

E

R
C

E

N
T

50-

40-

30-

20-

10-

+-ha racnnnAant-e, nnlinnes, 4,,A^

FOUR-YEAR PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS
INDEPENDENT INSTITUTIONS mnii=trrt+trtrriti
COMMUNITY COLLEGES ...... F s

s.

ruarn-ii_u_u_u_u_u_Lunmicozmcril-z,

ON LESS 1-13 3-5 5:10 10115 15-25 OVER
CAMPUS THAN MILES MILES MILES MILES MILES 25

1 MILE MILES

DISTANCE FROWCAMPUS



MODE OF TRANSPORTATION TO CAMPUS

As noted, most students at private colleges live on or near campus. It is not sur-

prising that 65.3% of them walk to school as do 57.5% of the students at public four-

year campuses and 28.2% at community colleges. The automobile is the prevailing mode

of transportation at community colleges (67.3%) and is the transportation reported by

30-31% of the students at all four-year institutions. Only 2.1% of the respondents

indicated that they used public transportation, a smaller percentage than the 1.3%

who ride bicycles or motorcycles to classes. (see Table 16).

AID APPLICANTS

Only 4,913 students, 18.6% of the survey population, reported applying for and re-

ceiving financial aid through their institution aid office in 1971-72. Seventy-three

percent of the sample said they never applied and 8.4% applied but.were denied aid.

Tr, ,,,,, 4,,,44 4,4 'Aj. n 14n /nn roz LLL

survey population reported receiving some kind of aid. The difference between the

two figures is primarily accounted for by non-campus aid programs although student

perception of what constitutes an aid application, also influences this gap. In re-

sponses to questions on federal programs that demand a student apply to his campus aid

office, 10 to 15% of actual recipients would indicate that they had not applied for aid.

The actual percentage of campus aid-applicants is undoubtedly higher than the survey

results indicate.

However, the responses do clearly indicate several patterns. Students at higher cost

independent institutions are more likely to receive campus-based aid (28.6%) than stu-

dents at community colleges (15%) or senior public institutions (19.3%). More students

at all institutions (4.8% of total) are denied financial aid because they can not meet

eligibility requirements for the various aid programs than are denied aid because of

insufficient funds (2.3%). (see Table 17).



GRADE AVERAGE

The majo:ity of the students at all segments and in the total sample (60.9%) report

their grades as mostly B's. The highest percentage of mostly A's is the 24.2% re-

ported by public four-year institutions. Independent college respondents reported

18.9% in the A category and community colleges 19.9%. Graduate programs traditionally

have a higher grading pattern than undergraduate programs and, as the senior public

institutions have the highest percentage of graJuate students in the survey, it is

not surprising that the average grades reported tend to be higher in this segment.

Conversely, C grades are most common in the community colleges (20.9%) and the inde-

pendents (18.8%) and are underrepresented (13%) in the senior publics. (see Table 18).

VETERAN STATUS

Veterans constitute a substantial percentage (16.9% of the total sample population

1701.=YnInc ore mnot film y tes co=nity 11-i;co wIlcre they make up 22% cif the

survey respondents. They are least likely to enroll in private institutions (11.1%)

and comprise 13.2% of respondents at public four-year institutions. (see Table 19).

METHOD OF ADMISSION

The majority of students in the survey population in all segments were admitted to

their present institution as a first time freshman (73.1% at the community colleges,

68.77 at the independents, and 55.3% at public four-year institutions). Of the public

four-year respondents, 11,4% were admitted as_graduates of other four-year institutions

as were 2.8% of the private college respondents and 2.1% at the community colleges.

An interesting pattern seems to exist for Washington community college students trans-

ferring to four-year institutions. More students (10.5% at public four-year and 7.3%

at independents) are admitted as community college transfers without the A.A. degree

than are admitted as community college graduates (7.1% and 6.6% respectively). Out-

of-state undergraduates transfers account for 6.4% of the survey respondents at public



four-year institutions and 7.4% and 3.2% at independents and community colleges re-

spectively. (see Table 20).

EDUCATIONAL PLANS FOR 1972

Nearly all of the respondents plan either to return to school in the fall of 1972

(50.1%) or planned to graduate in June 1972 (12.9%). Students planning on stopping

out and returning to school at some later date comprised 6% of the community college

survey population and 4.4% of the public four-year respondents, but only 2.3% at the

private colleges. Students who plan on dropping out with no plans to return are 3%

of the community college respondents but under 11-go at all four-year institutions.

(see Table 21).

THE WASHINGTON STUDENT - TOTAL SAMPLE

Statistically, the average Washington student is a state resident, white, 21 years of

age and single. He is a tull-time student presently enrolled in the lower division,

is planning to return to school in the fall and plans to obtain at least a bachelor's

degree. He comes from a middle-income family in the $10,000 to $14,000 range, probably

works and if employed, is averaging about 17 hours per week of work with annual earn-

ings under $2000. He lives within two miles of campus and is equally likely to walk

or drive a car to campus. He has a grade point between 2.5 and 3.5 and has never

applied for financial aid. During the school year, he lives in an off-campus apartment.

If an undergraduate, he was admitted to his present institution as a first-time fresh-

man. If a graduate student, his bachelor's degree is from an institution other than

the one he is attending as a graduate student.

PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR INSTITUTIONS

The average student at the public four-year institutions is enrolled in the upper divi

sion, is certain he will get his bachelor's degree and is planning on a master's or a



doctor's degree as well. He considers himself primarily self-supporting and lives

close enough to walk to class. He lives in either an off-campus apartment or in uni-

versity or college-owned housing. Pe is more likely to be a transfer student than are

his counterparts in the other two segments(although he was still probably admitted as

a first-time freshman).

INDEPENDENT INSTITUTIONS

The student at the independent institution most likely lives on campus in a college

dormitory. He receives more financial support from his parents than do his public

institution- counterparts and considers himself mostly dependent upon his parents for

financial support. .He is certain he will obtain his bachelor's degree and feels that

the odds are 50-50 that he will obtain a graduate degree.

COMMUNITY COLLEGES

The community college student is somewhat older than his four-year counterpart and is

more likely to live at home with his parents. He lives more than three miles from

campus and drives to school, He plans to complete a bachelor's degree, but is not

sure about graduate study. He works an average of 19.3 hours per week to help pay for

his education and employment is his most important financial resource. He has never

applied for financial assistance, but does contribute heavily to his own'support.

OTHER STUDENTS

If the student 'is a veteran, he is most likely to be enrolled in a community college

and least likely to be attending an independent institution.

If the student is not attending school full-time, he is probably at a community college

and is least likely to be at an independent institution.

If the student is not a Washington resident, he is most likely to be attending an inde-

pendent college. If he is not a U.S. citizen, he is probably attending a four-year

public institution or an independent institution.



If the student is married, he is probably attending a public institution.

If the student is an aid applicant, his chances of receiving it are best at the inde-

pendent institution and about the same in the two public segments.



CHAPTER IV

THE COST OF GOING TO COLLEGE

STUDENT MAINTENANCE BUDGETS

The survey participants responded to questions that asked for the amount of money

they spent during the 1971-72 school year for tuition and fees, books and supplies,

transportation, room and board, clothing, recreation and incidental expenses.

Average tuition and fees reported by the respondents were as follows:

A. Public Four-Year Institutions - $640

B. Independent Institutions - $1370

C. Community Colleges - $450

These averages are r.omposites of graduate and undergraduate tuitions, out-of-state

and out-of-district and full-time, part-time fee differentials.

Since the amounts for tuition and fees are fixed by regulations and can be speci-

fically computed for any group of students in A given institution and ac they in

most cases, are not dependent upon the personal characteristics of the students,

they have been eliminated from the following comparisons in order to more accurately

reflect those budget items amenable to student ,..hoice.

Maintenance budgets, therefore, refer to the costs of going to college exclusive of

tuition and fee charges. Specifically, a maintenance budget includes room and

board costs, clothing, recreational and incidental expenses, the amount spent on

transportation and on books and course materials. As the amount of money spent on

books is more a function of the academic program undertaken than of any other stu-

dent characteristic, and as transportation expenses vary greatly within each student

sub-population according to mode of travel, constants will be utilized for these two

items in constructing average maintenance budgets. The constants used are as follows:



Books and Supplies Transportation

Public Four-Year Institutions $150 $230

Independent Institutions 140 230

'Community Colleges 130. 24p

For room and board, clothing, recreational and incidental expenses, the actual

amounts reported by students in the various sub-populations are employed.

STANDARD BUDGETS

As noted in the profile of the Washington Student Resource Survey, the pattern of

living arrangements while attending college has become more diverse as students

exercise free choice on deciding how and where they wish to live (see Table 14,

Appendix III).

As a result, it has been extremely difficult to construct standard budgets that can

equitably cover the divergent living patterns and concommitant costs. Budgets analy-

sis, however, still provides an important tool in analyzing gross costs and available

resources. Most of this section will, however, be devoted to delineating those items

that are most affected by student choice. As a bench mark, it would be appropriate

to identify the average maintenance budget for all students in :thr,, survey. The ap-

proxiMate mean maintenance budgets by segment are as follows:

A. Public Four-Year Institutions $2010

B. Independent Institutions - $1790

C., Community Colleges - $1810

These figures reflect maintenance costs for the survey population, but intersegmental

differences should not be projected from them. The public-four year sample contained

the largest group of graduate and older full-time self-supporting students. The

higher living costs of this group has inflated the maintenance average. Similarly,

the community college population contains a larger percentage of married, older and

32



self-supporting students than the independent institution population. One would

suppose that living arrp7EfT,nts, maritpl status and other indivilual characteris-

tics should have more t=7.i'm= on maintenanne 'budgets than the type of institution a

student chose to attend- TheL-remainder Of this section provides this analysis by

various student characteristics.

AVERAGE MAINTENANCE BUDGETS
PLACE OF RESIDENCE AND TYPE OF

COMPARING
INSTITUTIONS"

PLACE OF RESIDENCE
PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR

INSTITUTIONS
PRIVATE FOUR-YEAR

INSTITUTIONS
COMMUNITY
COLLEGES

LIVING WITH PARENTS $1410 $1390 $1120

UNIVERSITY OR COLLEGE
RESIDENCE HALL 1580 1450 1470

RENTED ROOM 1670 1640 1570

OTHER OFF-CAMPUS HOUS-
ING, ALONE OR WITH
SPOUSE

nmni711

2960 3040 2580

V 111E L\ VL y" 1J11111 VLJ JAAJULF.-.

.ING, WITH 1 OR 2
ROOMMATES 1680 1680 1540

OTHER OFF-CAMPUS HOUS-
ING, WITH 3 OR MORE
ROOMMATES 1510 1430 1590

"For students attending moremm one-haif t±me.

In examining Table 1, Place Tllesidence, residing with parents is the least:expen-

sive followed closely by 1;ivtz in residenme-halls, rented-rooms and sharifryaccom-

modations with-three or morermommates. Still&Pnts in four-year pUhlic schools indi-

cate their total maintenance casts are only W. more to reside in the dorm thanat

home. Students at private scImpElls indicate this difference is only 4.3%. Cost dif-

ferentials between residing at home and three or more roommates are even less.

Private institution students report this difference as 3.2%; four-year publics, 7.7%.



While these cost differences are small, they are not in the same relationship as

the cost for the actual residence. Students at four-year public schools, for ex-

ample, report an additional $271 in room and board cost to live in a dorm rather

than at home. These same students indicate that clothing and miscellaneous costs

decrease $97 so that the net increase to live in the dorm is only $174. The most

expensive place of residence reported was other off-campus housing, alone or with

spouse. In all three types of institutions the costs indicated in this -category are

double living at home. As this is the prevailing living arrangement for married

couples and families, the higher cost if quite logical.

In comparing living costs with institutional types, we note that students from the

four-year institutions, public and private, report extremely consistent figures.

The largest difference reported is $130 for students living in residence halls with

public institution students spending '..'ore than those in private colleges and univer-

sities. With one exception (three or more roommates), community college students

consistently report living on less money in every type of 'housing arrangement-than

their four-year institution counterparts. The same phenomenon was noted in a Student

Resource Survey conducted concurrently with the Washingtonsurvey in the State of

California, At present, the reason for the differential.is -a matter for conjecture

only. Two possible suggestions for the difference have been offered. The first

recognizes that community college students generally come from lower-income families

than students at four-year institutions and suggests, therefore, that community col-

lege' respondents are more conditioned to loWer living standards -Which. is reflected

in their expenses while attending school. The-second possible solution is derived

from the age of the students. Full-time community college students tend to be in

the 18-20 bracket and have not had the experience in measuring their expenses that

the four-year students have had. Therefore, community college students are less

budget-sophisticated.and tend to underreportexpenses:. Both of these observations

undoubtedly contribute to the perceived differential, but the data are not sufficient



to state with any certainty their relationship to the lower community college budgets.

ETHNIC, SEX AND CLASS LEVEL DIFFERENTIALS

ETHNIC DIFFERENCES

In the public four-year institutions, Black students report the highest average main-

tenance budget ($2160) and Chicano /Mexican - Americans the lowest ($1810). The budgets

for white and Or.ental /Asian students are fairly close to each other and to the over-

all mean of $2010 ($2030 and $1960 respectively). In the ytivate institutions, the

pattern is reversed with the small Spanish backgrov population (22 students) re-

porting the highest maintenance budget ($1990) and Blacks the lowest ($1630). Again,

white and Asian/Oriental students gather around the $1790 overall mean ($1800 and

$1380 respectively). In the community colleges, Black student's again report the

lbwest maintenance budgets ($1580). White students report the highest ($1830) and

Onmcano and Oriental backgrounds indicate:maintenance budgets -of $1770 and.$1730 re-

spectively. The relationshipsA3letween ethnic background and average maintenance

budgets is not at all consistemt among institutional types... Black students seem to

:fare best at four -year public institutions, but report the lowest Mean budget at

independent and community colleges. The Spanish backgrounanhicano population occu-

pies a different position in ewry institutional sample gle Oriental/Asian back-

ground and Caucasian students are generally close with tihe largest difference the $.I00

lower total maintenance budget reported by Oriental/Asiam.students in the community.

colleges.

SEX

There is a pronounced difference in maintenance costs as reported by sex. This pat-

tern is consistent by type of institution. The maintenance cost at community col-

leges for men was $1950 and woven $1680; four-year public men $2180 and women $1820;



and four -year private men $1970 and women $1620. The reason for this substantial

difference appears to be in place of residence. For example, 33% of all females

at four-year public institutions live in the dorm vs 20% of the men. Conversely,

the most expensive type of residential category (other off-campus housing,.alone

or with spouse) foUnd 29% of the men and 18% of the women.

CLASS LEVEL

Another pronounced pattern is the relationship between year of school and costs of

attending. As the number of years increases, so do the costs as indicated by the

following chart.

MAINTENANCE COSTS
FOUR-YEAR

PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS
FOUR-YEAR

PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS

MEAN MEDIAN MEAN MEDIAN

LOWER DIVISION

UPPER DIVISION

ERADIUATE

$1,673

2,013

2804

$1,506

2,453

$1,546

1977

2,707

$1,380

1,587

1,906

The reasons for these cost differentials are those just mentioned, i.e., older stu-

dents tend to reside in more expensive housing. The residence halls are occupied

by 63.4% of lower division students, 32.4% upper division and:only 4.1% of gradu-

ates. Conversely, only 7.2% of the lower division students reside in off-campus

(alone or with spouse) housing, the most expensive housing typ

While the patterns of relative costs are similar using both the mean and the median,

it should be noted that the median figures tend to reflect more accurately as the

actual expenses. Budget means are usually skewed higher by a small number of stu-

dents with extremely high expenses, e.g., married students with several children

who are reasonably affluent.



MARITAL STATUS

The factor that has the most dramatic impact: upon maintenance costs is marital sta-

tus and number of children.

MEDIAN AND MEAN MAINTENANCE BUDGET C(MTARISONS BY FAMILY STATUS1
FOUR-YEAR

PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS
INDERENDENT
ENSTITUTIONS

ADaMMUNITY
COLLEGES

FAMILY STATUS MEDIAN MEAN YFDTAN MEAN Midi TA MEAN

:SINGLE $1,530 $1,670 $244410 $1,540 $1,350' $i,460

31ARRIED NO
CHILDREN 2,710 2,950 2510 2,940 2,480

MARRIED - ONE
CHILD 2,960 3,390 x,940 3,510 2,250

iLIORRIED - TWO
CHILDREN 3,290 3,750 .544.70 3,770: 2,42(1.. .3,120

1For students attending more than one-,balf tame

717median and mean maintenance budgets of single students are _cons±stently close

fmr-,all three institutional segments. More. 'pronounced gaps aetwean-median and mean

are'-evident for married students, but there is little intersegmambad consistency in

the inean/median differential.

All three survey populations contain substantial numbers of marrfad-with earnings

tfianal budgets) in excess of $6000 and these
.students tend to skew---the means towards

the- high side. Again, students from all four-year institutions report comparable

um±ntenance costs while community college students are consistently spending less

on their living expenses.

INSTITUTIONAL BUDGETS

It is apropos at this time to compare what students report as their cost and what

financial aid officers use as standard budgets'. The following chart examines this

relationship



A COMPARISON OF STANDARD INSTITUTIONAL MAINTENANCE BUDGETS
AND STUDENT-REPORTED MEAN MAINTENANCE TOTALS

FOUR-YEAR FOUR-YEAR COMMUNLLL

PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS COLLEGES

AS REPORTED BY: AS REPORTED BY: AS REPORTED 11.7.

STUDENTS
MAN,
AID OFF. STUDENTS

FINAN.
AID OFF. STUDENTS

FlIAN.
.A.TIF OFF.

DEPENDENT AT HOME

RESIDENT (SINGLE
STUDENTS RESIDING
OTHER THAN WITH
PARENTS

$1,400

1,680

$1400

1,640

$1,390

1,540

$1,190

1,670

$1,120

1,49a

$1-,-.280

1 960

College financial aid officers; 'construct students budgets that normaIly-i; ;.. all

cost items that comprise living expenses including all of the items.IisT.T. rrl the.

beginning of this section. The aid office budget is an average budget:.; wra_z±ice,

allowances are usually made_for students who can demonstrate that they hltwe %0 7er

valid expenses than the standard budget. The average student and institrut-f7 bud-

gets at four-year institutions are very close for resident students. Sualoci2FArgly,

the campus budgets are noticeably lower than the student-reported budgets _ITA'-/r-_tudents

living at home. This is unusual because campus budgets usually reflect thaa to

the parent of.maintaining the student in the family home while students cartlfng

SRS-type questionnaires seldom adequately quantify how this type of parental s,agport

translates into dollars.

In the community colleges, the more traditional pattern is demonstrated withithe

student-reported living at home budget lower than the institutional standard. The

more modest expectation and/or underreporting of costs of community college students

is also evident in the fairly substantial gap between the $1490 maintenance 'b

for resident students and the $11160 institutional standard.

Individual campus analysis of the SRS budget data should prove invaluable in adjust-

ing financial aid office standards to reflect student budget reality.



CHAPTER V

PATTERNS IN PAYING FOR PIGHER EDUCATION

The survey populations for all three segments contain students from many different

backgrounds. Marltal status, economic history, age, class level and life-style

obviously vary considerably among 27,000 plus students. Financing patterns are

related to the differences among people and thus, individual students raise the

resources they need to meet educational costs in a variety of ways. In this section,

we will attempt to trace the average resources utilized by identified population

groups in each of the three institutional segments. This approach should enable

us to illustrate the differences in financing patterns both within and across in-

stitutional types.

PROCEDURAL NOTE

Appendix V, Tables 1-12, contain the data derived to support this section.

ColUmn 1, Recipients, on Table 1-3, lists the average dollar received from

the resojIrce categories by students who reported themselves as recipients

of that resource. To get the average resource for the total population,

the total resource dollars were divided by the survey population. Similarly,

average resources for men were derived by diViding the resources reported by

male recipients among all men. The same procedure was followed for each sub-

population. Obviously, within each sub-population, any individual student

could demonstrate a completely different pattern of resources. However,

average resources per individual in a sub-population is the best way to show

the relative importance of different financial sources in the student financ-

ing of post-secondary education.



FOUR-YEAR
PUBLIC IN-

STITUTIONS

INDEPENDENT
:NSTITUTIONS

COLLEGES

AVERAGE RESOD.ZOFS OF TOTAL SURVEY POPUIATION

AM' EMPLOY, L S $2640

AFP EMPLOY. G B L S

AFP EMPLOY. G 13 L S

500 1,000 1,500

$2140

$2960

2,000 2,500 3,000'

LEGEND - AFP = AID FROM PARENTS
EMPLOY. = EMPLOYMENT EARNINGS
G = GRANTS AND SGEOZARSIiIP
B = STATE AND FEDERAL BENEFITS
L = EDUCATIONAL LOANS
S . PERSONAL SAVINGS

3,500

The bar graph makes one point quite clear; in all three segments, students are pro-

viding the majority of their own resources from earnings and personal savings (pre-

sumably saved from previous employment). In the four-year public institutions, earn-

ings and savings comprise 56.8% of the average resources for the total

tion. In the independent colleges and community colleges, the comparab

are 46.1% and 60.7% respectively. If loans are added to the employment

average self-help becomes 64.8% of total resources at public four-year

survey popula-

le percentages

/savings totals,

institutions,

54.9% at privates colleges and 65.4% at.the community colleges. The higher average

earnings reported. at the public four-Year institutions is attributable to the larger

graduate population who reported substantial earnings on research and teaching assist-

antships.

Parental support also differs considerably with students at independent institutions

receiving an $850 average (29% of total resources), students at public

stitutions averageing $540 (20%) and at community colleges $320 (15%).

41)

four-year in-

One would



expect that the amount of parental support that students normally receive would be

related to parental income and parents at independent institutions have a higher mean

income ($14,670) and at community colleges a lower mean ($11,960) with the parents. of

public four-year students in the middle averaging $13,970.. There does seem to be some

relationship between parental income and parental support.

One other point of comparison should also be considered - tuition and fees which are

the largest single variable in a student's budget. For independent institutions, the

average tuition was $1370 as compared to $640 in public four-year institutions and

$450 in community: colleges. If parental incomes, parental support and average tuition

are compared, mathematical relationships expressed as parts of 100 would be as

follows:

. Public 4-Year
Institutions

Parental Income 34

Parental Support 32

Average Tuition and Fees 26

To

Independent Community
Institutions Colleges

36 To 29

50 To 19

To 56 To 18

Parental support at public four -year institutions appears to be slightly more related

to parental income than to tuitions; however, on the whole, the ratios displayed would

suggest that the amount of tuition and fees charged has a direct relationship upon

parental support. It is possible that many parents perceive the tuition and fees bill

as their responsibility but living costs are the students' responsibility. In any

case, higher tuition charges bring more parental support and not in direct proportion

to parental income.

Several other points of comparison should be noted. Average grants and scholarships

are directly related to college costs with students from the higher priced private

colleges averaging $270 as compared to $160 in senior public institutions and $100 in

community colleges.



Conversely, average benefits are highest at the community colleges ($320), next high

at four-year publics ($230) and lowest at the independents ($200). The average bene-

fits follow the same distribution as G.I. Bill recipients (the largest benefit pro-

gram) who are most likely to be enrolled in community colleges and least likely to

attend independent institutions. Thus, state and federal benefit programs are a more

important source of financing than grants and scholarships in the public institutions

with the opposite being true in the independent institutions.

FOUR-YEAR PUBLIC
INSTITUTIONS

INDEPENDENT
INSTITUTIONS

COM.1UNITY

COLLEGES

FOUR-YEAR PUUIC
INSTITUTIONS

INDEPENDENT.
INSTITUTIONS

COMMUNITY
COLLEGES

AVERAGE RESOURCES FOR SELECTED SUB-POPULATIONS

MEN AND WOMEN

AVERAGE RESOURCES OF MEN AND WOMEN BY SEMENT

MEN

AFP EMPLOY.
$2980

AFP EMPLOY.

AFT EMPLOY.

WOMEN

AFP EMPLOY.

$2410

$2170

AFP EMPLOY.

AFP EMPLOY. L S $1440

$2560

$3290

500 1,000 1,500 2,000 2,500 3,000 3,500

LEGEND - AFP = AID FROM PARENTS
EMPLOY. = EMPLOYMENT EARNINGS
G = GRANTS AND SCHOLARSHIPS
B = STATE AND .FEDERAL BENEFITS
L = EDUCATIONAL LOANS
S = PERSONAL SAVINGS



Women receive more parental support than do men averaging 11/2 times the men's parental

contribution for the total survey povlation. Women also receive about the same

average loan resources as men. But in all other categories, the average resources

reported by women are significantly lower than those reported by men. The two largeSt

differentials are in employment earnings and benefits received. The lower benefit

total for women is a product of the impact of the disproportionately male G.I. Bill

recipients on the total benefit dollars. The employment differential is more diffi-

cult to explain. Students were asked whether they had sought employment in the summer

of 1971. Better than 55% of the males in the survey population reported working full-

time as compared to 37% of the women. Over 21% of the women indicated that they had

not looked for summer work vs approximately 12% of the males so reporting. Better

than 11% of the women reported looking for work but not locating employment while 30%

plus said that they could only find part-time summer work. Comparable figures for men

were 9% and 23% respectively.

In brief, women were less likely.to seek work and if looking, were more likely to be

unemployed or, working part-time. It would seem, therefore, that the employment dif-

ferential is effected equally by fewer women seeking work and fewer employment oppor-

tunities for those women who do wish to work. The questionnaire did not ask for

average hourly wages so that it is not possible to trace the impact of pay differen-

tials on the average earnings.

In the four-year institutions, women also received lower average grant and scholarship

resources than men. In the four-year public institutions, the total average resources

for .women were only 72.3% of the male total. In the independent institutions and com-

munity colleges, the comparable figures were 77.8% and 59.8% respectively. Obviously,

women students are financing their education with resources substantially below those

of their male counterparts.



FINANCING PATTERNS BY ETHNIC BACKGROUND

Considerable variance in total and type of resources is demonstrated by ethnic groups

both within and among institutions. Before too many conclusions are drawn from the

results, it is important to remember that the total number of non-white' students in-

volved (particularly Chicano/Mexican-American/Other Spanish-Speaking Americans) is

small and may not be perfectly representative of all minority students enrolled in

Washington higher education.

BLACK STUDENTS

Black students at four-year public institutions reported $2900 in totEll resources, the

largest amount reported by any ethnic group. Self-help, employment, savings and loans

account for 56.9% of the total. (Self-help is 57.3% of the white total of $2650).

Black students report higher grants and scholarships than whites ($530 to $140), but

lower parental. support ($300 to $560).

At the independent institutions, Black students report almost the loWest average total

resources ($2750) as compa:,ed to $2960 for whites. Blacks report $1610 in self-help

'vs $1640 for white students. Grants and benefits are higher for Blacks ($890) than

for whites ($450), but parental support is lower ($250 to $870).

At the community colleges, Blacks again report the next to the low total resources.

The differential is caused primarily by a sudden drop in self-help ($850) vs $1440 for

-whites. Parental contributions are very close, $310 for Blacks and $340 for whites as

are total grants and benefits, $540 and $420 respectively.

As grants and scholarships are, usually based on demonstrated financial need, one would

expect that Black students from lower average income families would receive more aid

and report less parental support, This is the case in all three segments. Total

resources for Black students appear to be slightly better than average at public four-

year instiv,.Aons and below average at the independent and community colleges: For

some reason, self-help opportunities for Blacks are far below the norm at community



colleges, but are substantially the same at four-year institutions.

CHICANO/MEXICAN-AMERICAN/OTHER SPANISH-SPEAKING AMERICANS

At all public institutions, Chicano students report the lowest average total resources

($2250 at the four-year schools and $1630 at the community colleges).

Parental. Support Self-Help Grants & Benefits
White Chicano White Chicano White Chicano

Public Four-Year
Institutions 560 170 1,720 1,180 370 900

Community Colleges 340 110 1,440 970 420 550

Given the lower family income and lower parental support, the higher grants and bene-

fits tend to equalize the non -self help resources. However, it appears that self-help

opportunities are substantially lower for Chicano students than for whites. At the

independent institutions, only 22 Chicano /Spanish- Americans were identified. Although

the number is small, they seem to be of substantially different backgrounds than the

Chicanos in the public sections,. They report parental support of $640, very close to

the white average of $870. Grants and benefits ($890) are substantially larger than

the white average ($450) and self-help ($1520) is close to the white total ($1640).

However, for the employment component of self-help, Chicanos' report lower earnings

($810) than do white students ($1190), but substantially higher loans ($500 vs $260).

ORIENTAL, ASIAN-AMERICAN AND FILIPINO STUDENTS

Although students from Oriental/Asian backgrounds report lower average parental in-

come than white students, Oriental parents contribute more dollar support than do

white parents. In the independent colleges,' the amount of support is absolutely

greater ($980 for Orientals and $870 for whites). The same holds true in the community

colleges ($390 and $340 respectively).

In the public four-year institutions, the absolute amount is slightly smaller ($530

to $560), but it is a higher percentage of family income.



Oriental students in all segments report borrowing less than any other group and

report the highest contribution from personal savings. Self-help varies consider-

ably by segment representing 63% of total resources in the community colleges, 60%

in the four-year publics and 49% in the independent institutions. Total grants,

scholarships and benefits are very close for Oriental and white students, but the

composition is reversed with Oriental students receiving more in grants and scholar-

ships and white students more in benefits. Oriental students report the lowest total

average resources in the independent institutions, the second highest in the community

colleges and the next to low in the senior public institutions. (see Tables 7-9,

Appendix V for the average resource breakdown).

FINANCING PATTERNS FOR UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS

Dependent undergraduates living at home with their parents are extremely reliant upon

self-help (particularly jobs) to finance their educations. In the public four-year

institutions, self-help comprises.68.7% of the total resources, in the independents

54.6% and for the community colleges 70.5%, Parental support in all,segments is lower

Chan that afforded dependent undergraduates living away from home. Loans and benefits

are very small parts of the total resources Jfdependent students at home. In the

public sector, they also tend to get smaller grants and scholarships than their counter-

parts living away from home. Surprisingly, average grants and scholarships are signi-

ficantly higher for the 'at home' student in the independent institution than they

are for his on-campus classmate.

Dependent students living away from home report higher parental support than those

living at home; $650 vs $380 in the community colleges; $890 vs $580 in the senior

publics; and $1170 vs $760 in the independents. They also earn slightly less and

borrow more. In total average resources, they report from $140 to $260 more than

their 'at home' counterparts. Considering the cost differential of living away from

home, they in effect have less resources than.those students living with their parents.
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Self-supporting students in all segments average no more than $20 in parental assist-

ance. They are almost completely reliant upon employment and benefits. They work

more and borrow more than their dependent classmates.

Self-help accounts for 72% of total resources in senior public institutions and aver-

age benefits add 21.3% more. Comparable self-help and benefit percentages are 69.7%

and 20.6% in the independent institutions and 64.9% and 29.7% in the community col-

leges. The high average benefit is traceable to the large numbers of self-supporting

G.I. Bill recipients in the survey population.

GRADUATE STUDENTS

Graduate students finance most of their education with employment earnings. Teaching

and research assistantships are a major source of these earnings. In the public four-

year institutions, earnings accounted for $2.070 of the $345G average total resources.

In the privates, $2250 out of $3570 earnings accounted for the total. resources. In

all four-year institutions, graduate students report more average scholarships, grants

and benefits than all undergraduates (but lower benefits than self-supporting under-

graduates). In the public sector, graduate students also borrow more but undergraduates

borrow more in the private institutions. Parental support ($190 in publics and $240

in privates) is also lower than for undergraduates ($610 and $890 respectively).

(see. Tables 4-6, Appendix. V).

FINANCING PATTERNS BY FAMILY INCOME LEVEL

For discussion purposes, this section will concentrate on students who reported family

incomes of under $6000, over $18,000 or between $12,000 and $15,000 dollars. Tables

10-12; Appendix V also cohtain resource information for parental incomes between $6000

and $9000, $9000 and $12,000 and $15,000 and $18,000.



PARENTAL SUPPORT BY FAMILY INCOME LEVEL

UNDER. $6000 $12,000 TO $14,999 OVER $18,000

PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR
INSTITUTIONS $220 $620 $1,030

INDEPENDENT IN-

STITUTIONS 330 840 1,610

COMMUNITY COLLEGES 200 430 900

Parental support increases as family income increases; however, within any given in-

come range, the amount of parental support is clearly related to the cost of the in-

stitution attended.

SELF-HELP BY FAMILY INCOME LEVEL

UNDER $6000 $12,000 TO $14,999 OVER $18_,000

PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR
INSTITUTIONS $1,790 $1,630 $1,540

TMTVIIT7MTYMMM -,NTOTTL.1 .1_ .1_

TUTIONS 1,730 1,420 1,410

COMMUNITY COLLEGES 1,200 1,300 1,320

In the four-year institutions, self -help (particularly employment) is inversely re-

lated to family income with students from higher income reporting more savings than

loans and the opposite being true for the under $6000 bracket.

In the community colleges, self-help is higher at higher incomes. The differences are

almost identical with the differences in earnings reported. In addition, savings are

greater than loans at all levels, but the gap is wider at higher income ranges'.

AVERAGE GRANTS, SCHOLARSHIPS AND BENEFITS BY FAMILY INCOME LEVEL

UNDER $6000 $12,000 TO $14,999 OVER $18,000

PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR
INSTITUTIONS $660 $280 $240

INDEPENDENT INSTI-
TUTIONS 640 410 230

COMMUNITY COLLEGES 630 290 220



The average grants and benefits total for under $6000 family recipients is vir-

tually identical in all segments. The composition diffrs considerably, however,

with benefits accounting for 71.4% of the total in the community colleges and

grants and scholarships comprising 59.4% of the total in the independents and the

two sources splitting 50-50 in the public four-year institutions. As the middle

income range is approached, the grants/benefits split is almost 50-50 in the pri-

vates, but heavily weighted to benefits in the public section. In the over $18,000

income bracket, the'weighting towards benefits is continued in public institutions,

but grants and scholarships still comprise the greatest part of the total in the

independent colleges.

SUI.ZIARY

The analysis of all of the suh--;opulation has shown clearly the importance of em-

ployment and other self -help programs in financing post-education. Students are

paying'the major portion pf the cost of attending institutions of higher education.

Benefit programs, particularly the G.I. Bill, are an important source of additional

resources particularly for self-supporting undergraduates. All of the sub-popu-

lation discussed appears to demonstrate significant variances in financing patterns

that should prove useful in designing additional assistance programs.



CHAPTER VI - PART A

DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENT AID AND OTHER RESOURCES BY SEGMENT

The second part of this chapter contains detailed student aid profiles for the

three institutional groups: public four-year and independent colleges and uni-

versities and community colleges. The purpose of this section is to compare by

segment the available resources to determine whether aid funds are equitably dis-

tributed among Washington institutions. It is often too easy to draw erroneous

conclusions from comparative data. To avoid this danger, we will attempt to in-

clude in the analysis those historical and legislative factors that have influ-

enced the development of student aid programs. If all institutions and students

were alike, one would expect the distribution cf aid dollars to be equal. Using

our sample population, the community college students should represent 46.8% of

the resources, public four-year students 37.8%, and independent institution stu-

dents 15.3%. However, institutions are not alike and aid programs are affected

by institutional differences. Campus-based aid programs, the largest single

source of funds for Washington students, are designed to give aid to needy stu-

dents in an amount sufficient to meet college costs. Thus, students at higher

cost independent institutions will receive larger average amounts to meet their

educational bills. At the same time, priority in the assignment of the federal

undergraduate dollars is given to students from low-income-faMilies. Using $7500

per year as the upper end of this target population, the percentages of students

in our survey population from families with incomes below $7500 are: public

four-year and independent colleges and universities 21.6% in both segments and

community colleges 29.5%. Thus we would expect the community colleges to have

a higher percentage of t.le student recipients while independent institutions

should show a dollar percentage higher than their share of students receiving aid

representing their h.i.sher budget costs. One other fact should be kept in mind

concerning the federal programs; Program regulations demand a yearly application

for federal funds and subsequent proof that the funds were expended correctly.



An institution: cannot build an aid program overnight. It is a cumulative process

that takes several years, Thus, newer institutions and institutions with consid-

erable enrollment growth will often show a smaller aid program than older, more

stable (in enrollment) institutions. It would appear as. if several Washington

community colleges are in this position.

With these cautions in mind, we can proceed to draw some conclusions.

GRANTS AND SCHOLARSHIPS

DltIUBUTION OF GRANTS AND SCHOLARSHIPS BY SEGMENT TABLE VI-1
PUBLIC 4-YEAR
INSTITUTIONS

INDEPENDENT
INSTITUTIONS

COMMUNITY
COLLEGES

TOTAL SRS SAMPLE N % N % N %

SEGMENT PERCENTAGES. 10,462 37.8 4,230 15.3 1931 46.8

GRANTS AND SCHOLAR-
SHTPS N w

A N % N w
,.

-
.

EDUCATIONAL OPPOR- *R
288 39.0 150 20.3 300 40.7

TUNITY GRANT **D 132,480 37.5 88,650 25.1 132,000 37.4

OTHER FEDERAL GRANT'S'

(NURSING AND HEALTH R 168 34.6 9i 20.0 220 45.4
PROFESSIONS AND LEEP) D 129,760 38.4 85,376 25.2 123,200 36.4

STATE GRANTS (TUITION

AND FEE WAIVER AND R 904 29.2 915 29.5 1,280 41.3
NEED GRANTS) D 112,820 10.0 474,927 42.3 535,400 47.7

INSTITUTIONAL (GRANT OR
SCHOLARSHIP, EOP, FEL- R 264 36.9 221 30.9 230 32.1
LOWSHIPS, TRAINEESHIP) D 205,920 45.7 150,501 33.4 94,300 20.9

ALL OTHER OUTSIDE GRANTS R 524 38.1 269 19.6 579 42.2
(BIA AND ALL OTHERS) D 513,480 46.9 230,533 21.0 350,463 32.0

*R = Number of Recipients

*D = Total Dollars



EDUCATIONAL OFPn7UNITY (LOG)

The EOG program is a targetted program with a legal priority assigned to students

from low-income families. As noted previously, the community colleges hama

highest percentage of students with under $7500 iamily incomes. The underrepre-

sentation of the community talleges therefOxe zvlre severe than it apptear.s 411t1-

a straighL percentage base. Ivo do,dut part of this underrepresentation is attri-

butable to enrollment growth that has outpaced aid resources. Regardless of the

reason, it is clear that community colleges need more EOG

F=RAL GRATS

Health Professions, Nursing and LawEnforcement Grants and Scholarships are pro-

gram-directed. The availability of funds depPndg upQ'tn whetivitr an _institi4

offers that particular prograpk 714t omunt money a student receives is also a

»rodlirt of the nroarnm pnct TT, m-Li- i ,_
... .0

these two factors,

STATE GRANTS

"State Grants" consist of Tuition and Fee Waivers, State Need Grants and Tuition

Supplement Grants. The Tuition and Fee Waivers are available only in the public

sector and the Tuition Supplement Grants only within the private sector. The large

amount of state grants found within the independent institutions is attributable

to the receipt by each Washington resident of a Tuition Supplement Grant coupled

with, on the average, larger State. Need Grants awarded to students in this sector

to meet the greater budgetary costs of attendance at the private colleges.

INSTITUTIONAL GRANTS

Traditionally independent institutions have been more successful in attracting

private donor funds than public institutions. The private colleges are also more



dependent upon student aid to assist in meeting their higher costs and often divert

current income into student aid programs. Similarly, institutions with graduate

programs have been able to attract outside money (primarily federal) for fellow-

ships and traieships. It is therefore not surprising that the independent insti-

tutions and senior public institutions report much more aid in this area than the

community colleges. If the graduate student funds were removed from the four-year

public segment, their profile would be very close to that of the community colleges.

ALL OTHER TJTSIDE GRANTS

Again, we note a slight overrepresentation of independent college students and a

proportionate underrepresentation of community college respondents. The differences

are small and these Trograms seem to be well distributed among all institutions.

BENEFITS

DISTRIBUTION OF BENEFITS BY SEGME1 - TABLE VI-2
PUBLIC 4-YEAR

INSTITPTIONS
INDEPENDENT

INSTITUTIONS
COMUNITY
COLLEGES

TOTAL SRS SAMPLE N % N % N

SEGMENT PERCENTAGES 10,462 37.8 4,230 15.3 12 931 46.8

BENEFITS N 7c N % N

G.I. BILL *R 1,007 31.9 348 11.0 1,800 57.1
*D 1,691,760 32.9 557,496 10.8 2,898,000 56.3

SOCIAL SECURITY R 353 35.4 124 12.4 520 52.1
D 282,400 37.0 90,892 11.9 390,000 51.1

ALL OTHER BENEFITS R 444 28.2 213 13.5 920 58.3
D 415,640 27.3 197,759 13.0 909,500 59.7

.R = Number of Recipients

**D = Total Dollars



BENEFITS

As demonstrated by the close correlation between percentage of recipients and

share of dollars, benefit programs normally carry a fixed stipend that does not

vary with the cost of the institution attended. Some benefit programs such as

welfare also put an absolute limit on the amount of additional money a student

can receive. Given this predetermined dollar amount, it is not surprising that

benefit recipients are more cost conscious than-most other students and tend to

enroll in the lowest price institutions viz., the community colleges.

EDUCATIONAL LOANS

DISTRIBUTION OF EDUCATIONAL LOANS BY SEGMENT TABLE VI-3
PUBLIC 4-YEAR
INSTITUTIONS

INDEPENDENT
INSTITUTIONS

COMMUNITY
COLLEGES

TOTAL SRS SAMPLE N % N % N

SEG1ENT PERCENTAGES 10,462 37.8 4.230 15.3 12,931 46,8

LOAN PROGRAMS N % N % N

NATIONAL DEFENSE *R 900 47.5 504 26.6 491 25.9
STUDENT LOAN **D 576,000 47.6 347,256 28.7 286,253 23.7

OTHER FEDERAL LOANS

(NURSING AND HEALTH -R 296 39.8 175 23.5 273 36.7
PROFESSIONS AND LEEP) D 403,360 51.2 185,356 23.5 199,363 25.3

FEDERALLY-INSURED STU- .R 975 50.2 403 20.8 564 29.0
DENT LOANS D 984,750 49.2 442,494 22.1 573,588 28.7

ALL OTHERS (INSTITU-

TIONAL LONG-TERM LOANS R 292 41.4 169 23.9 245 34.7
AND OTHER LOANS) D 180,180 39.3 113,897 24.8 164,594 35.9

*R = Number of Recipients

**D = Total Dollars



NATIONAL DEFENSE STUDENT LOANS (NDSL)

The NDSL program has traditionally been available to students from the middle-

income range as well as to those from lower family incomes. As a result, it has

. been of prime importance to higher cost independent institutions. The NDSL pro-

gram also makes the lending college or university responsible for the collection

of the loan when the student has finished his. /her education. Many community col-

leges have been reluctant to participate in the NDSL because of the loan collection

requirement particularly when such a long period of time can pass for students who

pursue their education to the graduate level. It would not be unusual for six or

seven years to elapse from the time the loan is made until it reaches collection

status. Thus, we can see a strong overrepresentation of independent and senior

public institutions in the NDSL distribution.

OTHER FEDERAL LOANS

The same observations hold true here as were listed for the companion scholarships

and grants. The dollars go to institutions with the particular programs in amounts

related to the program cost.

FEDERALLY-INSURED STUDENT LOANS (FISL)

The frequency of,borrowing increases as students undertake more education. Thus,

graduates are more likely to have borrowed than undergraduates and seniors more so

than freshmen. It is therefore logical that students in four-year institutions at

more expensive institutions will borrow more often than community college students.

However, as noted in Chapter IX, the much greater difficulties encountered by com-

munity college students in securing FISL has undoubtedly added to the skewing in

favor of four-year institutions.



ALL OTHER LOANS

Independent institutions are much more likely to have their own loan programs than

are public institutions. Similarly, graduate students have access to a wider. range

of loans than undergraduates. The distribution pattern portrayed in Table V1-3 is

representative of these factors.

STUDENT AID AND OTHER RESOURCES

DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENT AID AND OTHER RESOURCES BY SEGMENT - TABLE VI-4
PUBLIC 4-YEAR
INSTITUTIONS

INDEPENDENT
INSTITUTIONS

COMMUNITY
COLLEGES

TOTAL SRS SAMPLE N % N % N

SEGMENT PERCENTAGES 10,464 37.8 4_,230 15.3 12,931 46.8

EMPLOYMENT N % N % N %

COLLEGE WORKSTUDY *R 763 26.3 628 21.7 1,509 52.0"T 4-7 onn nn n nin nnr n1 n -,--tr -,,In ,....1J,J,U4V 4.A.60 / /J, /JJ 4:7.4

ASSISTANTSHIPS, R 1,056 57.9 303 16.6 46. 25.5
TEACHING OR RESEARCH D 2,016,480 64.5 455,133. 14.6 654,830 20.9

ON-CAMPUS NON-WORK STUDY R 1,799 44.3 969 23.8 1,296 ,31.9
D 903,860 44.5 .480,914 23.7 648,768 '31.9

OFF-CAMPUS NON-WORK STUDY R 8,518 39.3 3,411 15.7 9,743 45.0
D 8,397,500 39.6 3,092,194 14.6 9,693,341 45.8

*
R = Number of Recipients

**D = Total Dollars

COLLEGE WORK-STUDY PROGRAM (CWSP)

The CWS program is a federal aid program designed to provide employment opportuni-

ties for needy students. Under CWSP, the federal government provides 80% of the

students' 'earnings and the institution or cooperating non-profit agency provides the
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remaining 20%. Priority for employment is assigned the lowest family income stu-

dents. The community colleges and the independent institutions have apparently

placed considerable emphasis on the college work-study program. Conversely, the

number of work-study jobs reported by public four-year students is much lower than

Would be expected from the percentage of low-income students in that sample. The

underrepresentation of senior public institutional students seems to be quite

severe.

ASSISTANTSHIPS

Assistantships historically and by present practice, are normally awarded to grad-

1.1ate students to help them finante their:education and to provide the institutions

with low cost teaching and research staff. The public four-year institutions re7

port, by far, the greatest number and percentages of graduate students. It is not

surprising that they have the preponderance of assistantships or that community col-

leges (without graduate programs) report the lowest proportion of these positions,

ON-CAMPUS' NON-WORK STUDY

The four-year institutions both public and private are overrepresented in this tate-

gory while the community colleges are heavily underrepresented. The largest factor

influencing this difference is (in all probability) the scope of the institutions'

auxiliary services. Four-year institutions are' more campus-oriented than community

colleges. Dormitorirs, food service and student activities are enterprises of con-

siderable magnitude in residential colleges and generate substantial numbers of stu-

dent jobs. Without further information on the types of jobs included in this section

of the survey, it is not possible to draw any conclusions as to the number of stu-

dent employees in relation to the number of jobs where they could be profitably

employed.
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OFF-CAMPUS-NON-WORK STUDY

The percentages of students employed and the share of total earnings by segment

are both very close to the total sample breakdown. Students in all three segments

seem to be equally likely to work and, if working, to earn approximately the same

amounts of money.

SUMMARY

Although all three institutional segments have a clear need for additional student

aid funds, (see Chapter VII), there are noticeable. .differences in the present pat-

terns Of aid program awards and dollars. If we exclude benr.fits which follow the

student and are not greatly influenced by institutional decisions, it appears as

if the independent institutions: consistently report a greater share of both the

number of awards and the dollars awarded. Given the greater dependence by inde-

nem-lent instirutions on aid dollnrg in nrrier to r;:,pr;lit anti retain 1-1,r1rants it js

logical that they would put greater emphasis on student aid programs.

'-The public four-year institutire overrepresented in loan funds and report about

their proportionate share ofgrants and scholarships. It would appear that they

could upgrade their. college work-study programs and could utilize considerably more

funds (if available) in this area.

The community colleges report substantial college work-study programs, but are

underrepresented in grants and scholarships and in loans. If costs increase, the.

loan. shortage will become crucial.

In general, the distribution of aid funds appears quite equitable. No group of in-

stitutions dominates the profile and, once allowances are made for institutional

differences, the pattern would seemingly indicate that regardless of type of insti-

tution attended, Washington students have comparable chances of receiving student

aid funds.



CHAPTER VI (VI-B, VI-C, AND VI-D)

The next three sections are aid applicant and resource profiles for the three
institutional_ types - public four-year colleges and universities, .:independent

institutions and community colleges.

The profiles reports are on aggregate data for the individual segments and may
not be representative of any particular institution within a segment, The pro-.

files were written to stand alone so that they could be used by the respective
segments without the necessity of extracting their data from the total report.
As a result, the structure of the profiles is identicaL The same organization,
tables, analyses and wording is employed throughout. The reports are intention-
ally repetitious so the reader is advised that any attempt to read the three
profiles in one sitting is recommended only as a cure for insomnia.



CHAPTER VI - PART B

AID APPLICANT PROFILE

FOUR-YEAR PUBLIC COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

PARENTAL T.NCOME AND SUPPORT BY AID APPLICANT STATUS

APPLICANT
APPLICANT APPLICANT BUT NO

NON -AID AID BUT FUNDS
APPLICANT GRANTED INELIGIBLE AVAILABLE

APPLICANT
DENIED AID
NO REASON
GIVEN

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 15,150 10,580 . 12,470 11,630 11,840

PARENTAL SUPPORT-- 730 310 660 480 510

SUPPORT AS A PERCENTAGE
OF INCOME 4.8% 2.9% 5.3% 4.1% 4.3%

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS 6,766 1,798 489 291 155

If we describe the potentially neediest student as one who comes from a family of

below $7500 annual income, then 36,8% of the aided population are in the neediest

category as are 17% of the non-applicant population and approximately 25% of the

applied but denied aid group. Conversely, 20.2% of the aided population come

from families with incomes over $15,000 per year and 4.9% of the aid group report

family income of over $25,000 per year. It is probable that the aid granted to

high income students is mostly in the graduate area where, assistantships, fellow-

ships, etc., have traditionally been awarded on the basis of academic accomplish-

ments irrespective of financial need.

There are, however, large numbers of students who on the basis of family incomes

should demonstrate a need for financial aid who are not aid recipients and, in

the majority of cases, have never applied for aid. Of the non-aid applicants,



35.6% report receiving no financial support fror their parents during the 1971-

72 academic year. These students are heavily relient upon employment and loans

to finance their education.

ETHNIC BACKGROUND OF AID 12.:7,CIPIENTS,

AM. INDIAN BLACK CAUCASIAN CHICANO ORIENTAL OTHER

AVERAGE FAMILY
INCOME $6,800 $7,810 $14,700 $8,320 $10,470 $11,130

PERCENTAGE OF
TOTAL SURVEY
POPULATION 3:1X 2.3% 87.7% .6% 3.9% 2.4%

PERCENTAGE OF
AID POPULATION 2.9% 5.0% 82.3% 1.7% 3.8% 4.4%

The lower average incomes of non-white families would indicate a higher need for

financial assistance by minority students. The responses on the survey would

bear this out with 50% of all Chicano students having been awarded aid and 43%

of all Black students also reporting themselves having been granted aid. Of the

White student population, 18.2% report receiving aid.

As noted, only 1,964 students report themselves to be aid recipients of awards

granted through their campus aid offices. However, when the individual responses

to the series of questions on aid programs are totalled, 3,754 students (35.9%

of the survey population) are receiving student aid of some form or another. The

difference between the two totals reflects the large number of outside aid and

loan programs and is also doubtlessly influenced by student perceptions of what

comprises financial aid.



TYPES OF ASSISTANCE RECEIVED
GRANTS AND SCHOLARSHIPS

SUMMARY

PROGRAM

TUITION AND FEE WAIVERS

STATE NEED GRANT

NO. OF RECIPIENTS AVERAGE AWARD
_

706 590

198 360

FEDERAL GRANTS (NURSING ANP HEALTH
PROFESSIONS - SCHOLARSHIPS AND
EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY GRANTS) 424 580

(EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY GRANTS
ALONE) (288) (460)

LAW ENFORCEMENT EDUCATION PROGRAM
GRANTS 32 510

INSTITUTIONAL GRANTS 264 780

OTHER .SCHOLARSHIPS AND GRANTS 466 960

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 58 1140

TUITION WAIVERS

auition Waivers are the largest single grant program in the public sector with

6.7% of- the~ survey population reporting reteiving tlfte awards.

The chief beneficiaries of the tuition waiver program appear to be self-support-

ing graduate students (11.5% of the survey population, 21.1% of tuition waiver

recipients). Self-supporting undergraduates also received tuition waivers at a

rate (29.0%) greater than their representation in the survey population (21.6%).

The group least likely to receive waivers were dependent undergraduates living

at home with their parents (3.7% of recipients versus 8.7% of the population).

As tuition waivers are need based, it would be logical to expect a higher re-

presentation of low income Minority students and such is the case with non-white

students comprising 26.1% of the recipient group (12.3% the survey population



WASHINGTON STATE NEED GRANT

The new state need grant program is designed for undergraduate students only.

The- majc,rity- of-the recipients' (78.3%) were dependent students.living away from-

home who reported average .grants of $320. Self supporting recipients (18.2%)

reported average grants of $590 demonstrating the hither need of students in this

category.

FEDERAL GRANTS

Of the total federal grants reported, 288 were Educational Opportunity Grants

(EGG) with an average amount of $460. Nursing and Health PrOfessions Scholar-

ships accounted for 136 awards with an average stipend of $830.

Federal grants particularly E.O.G.'s are directed by law to low.ineome/disad-

vantaged students. Non-white students comprise 26.9% of the federal grant re-

cipients with average awards of $750 for Blacks, $620 for Chicanos and $680 for

students from Oriental/Aisian backgrounds as compared to a $580 average for white

recipients.

LAW ENFORCEMENT EDUCATION PROGRAM GRANTS

Grants under this program are designed for students entering into law enforce-

ment fields or for practitioners in the field who wish to continue their educa-

tion. Not surprisingly, of the recipients are self-supporting students and

the majority would probably fall into the practitioner category.

INSTITUTIONAL GRANTS AND SCHOLARSHIPS

Included in this category are the full range of institutional awards including

graduate fellowships and traineeships. The average award of $780 is somewhat

-63-



misleading with only 9.8% of recipients reporting actual awards in the $G00 to

$1000 range. Most awards are for very modest amounts (51.2% under. $400) but

there area substantial number (13.7%) reporting stipends over $2000. for_the

year. Of the 36 studeptsreporting the $2000 plus awards, all but 5 are

graduate students. Indeed, graduate students comprise 22.7% of the-institu-'

tional.awardees Although,they are only 14.9% of the survey population.

Average awards to graduate students are almost $1900 per recipient compared

to undergraduate awards of .under $500 .per recipient.

OTHER SCHOLARSHIPS, GRANTS AND FELLOWSHIPS

This category includes all other non-institutional awards reported by survey

. respondents. As expected, the amounts of awards reported range widely with

. _

32% of recipients receiving awards of under $400 and 16.1% reporting awards

6nAnr1QvuL yv,v. -18o va-1:- CL Uy kAcjiltu=itey bLdLU. wiLh uudek6Li,itluaLe

living at home averaging $520, thoSe living away from home $740 and self--sup-

porting undergraduates averaging $900. Dependent graduate students reported

average stipends of $1330 while Self-7supporting.graduate students received

the highest stipends $2110. Graduate students were also slightly overrep-

resented (by 2.3%) in the recipient population and were clearly the majority

of students (46 out of 75) receiving stipends over $2000.

BUREAU OP INDIAN AFFAIRS .(BIA)

Of the 58 students who reported receiving BIA awards, 40 identified themselves

as American Indians while 14 identified themselves as Caucasians and 3 as

Blacks.

Self-supporting students comprised 55.2% of the recipient group with average

awards of over $1400, while dependent undergraduates living away from home,

representing 43.1% Of the recipients, reported average stipends of $770.



TOTAL GRANTS AND SCHOLARSHIPS

ETHNIC BACKGROUND OF RECIPIENTS

AM. INDIAN BLACK CAUCASIAN CHICANO ORIENTAL OTHER

PERCENTAGE OF
SURVEY
POPULATION 3.1% 2.3% 87.7% .6% 3.9% 2.4%

PERCENTAGE OF
RECIPIENTS 4.3% 4.9% 80.1% 1.6% 5.3% 3.7%

AVERAGE AWARD $1,390 $1,530 $940 $1,450 $1,290 $1,090

Both the higher percentages receiving grants and the higher average awards re-

flect the lower family incomes and greater financial need of non-white students.

An analysis of the recipient population by sex indicate that men and women are

equally likely to receive awards but the average grants for-men ($1160) is sub-

stantially higher than that $790 average reported for women.

TOTAL GRANTS BY DEPENDENCY STATUS AND CLASS LEVEL

DEPENDENT
AT HOME

UNDERGRADUATES
DEPENDENT SELF
AWAY SUPPORTING

GRADUATES
-SEIX-

DEPENDENT ,SUPPORTING

PERCENTAGE OF
SURVEY
POPULATION 8.7% 53.7% 21.6% 3.4% 11.5%

PERCENTAGE OF
RECIPIENTS 4.8% 48.8% 23.5% 4.1% 18.8%

AVERAGE TOTAL AWARD $550 $740 $890 $1,810 $1,870

Graduate students and seif-supporting undergraduates are much more likely to

receive grants and scholarships than are dependent, undergraduates and their

average awards are similarily substantially higher.
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ALL STUDENTS 24.2% 62.8% 13%

ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE OF GRANT, SCHOLARSHIP RECIPIENTS

MOSTLY A'S MOSTLY B'S MOSTLY C';1

GRANT RECIPIENTS 58.8% 10.2%

As many scholarship programs reward academic excellence, it is not surprising

to find A students overrepresented in the recipient group. The number of Band

C students receiving 'awards is likewise a clear indication-that many progaMs

are primarily concerned with the need of the recipients and require only normal

academic progress.

SUMMARY

T _11 ir'n - , =.= , 1.4 a, rs*or,a, rea9,..i_L4g,:gran.... or St_u6_LaLoLIP a6oISLa11ea WILL au

approximate average total award of $1620. Stipends did vary greatly with a

median total award of slightly over $600. Awards of under $400 were reported by

28.9% of the recipients while 16.7% reported total awards in excess of $2000.

The dollar value-cf-all grants-and -sehol'arstrip's reporied was approximately

$1,715,770.

STATE AND FEDERAL. BENEFITS

SUMMARY

PROGRAM NUMBER OF RECIPIENTS AVERAGE AMOUNT

G. I. BILL 1007 1680

SOCIAL SECURITY 353 800

WELFARE 74 590

STATE VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION 86 990

OTHER FEDERAL OR STATE BENEFITS 284 1010



G. . BILL

G. I. Bill benefits are by for the most important single benefit program with

9.6% of the total survey population reporting themselves to be G. I. Bill re-

-

cipients. Given the somewhat older average age of the veterans, it is not sur-

prising that 84.2% of the recipients are self-supporting students. Most (76.2%)

G. I. Bill recipients do not apply for additional financial assistance but 14.3%

do report themselves as aid awarded students.

The ethnic background of G. I. Bill recipients is very close to that of the

total survey population.

SOCIAL SECURITY

Of the reporting Social Security recipients, 68.3% did not apply for additional

financial assistance. The average benefit received by the non-applicant group

($820) was higher then that reported by the successful aid applicants ($680) who

comprised 19.3% of the recipients. White students (87.7% of the survey popula-

tion) represented 90.1% of the recipient group and also reported the highest

average benefit ($830). Because of the limitation that stops benefits when the

recipient reaches age 22, 98% of the recipients were undergraduates.

WELFARE

Only 74 students reported receiving welfare benefits during the 1971-72 school

year. Of the recipient group, 64.9% were self-supporting students with self-

supporting undergraduates reporting the highest average benefit ($750). De-

pendent undergraduates living away from home were the next largest segment of

the population (29.7%) and reported average benefits of $330. Sixty and eight-

tenths percent of welfare recipients had, surprisingly, not sought supplementary

6.7



financial assistance. An additional 322 students reported receiving food stamps

during the academic year (3.2% of the survey population),

STATE VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION AND EMPLOYMENT SECURITY- .

Less than 1% of the survey population reported benefits under these programs.

Most of those reporting were self-supporting students (61.6%) with average bene-

fits of approximately $1130. Dependent undergraduates (37.2% of recipients)

reported average benefits of $760. Again, the majority of recipients (65.1%) did

not apply for financial aid and the average benefits for non-applicants ($1140)

was considerably higher than the $740 average reported by tho 24.4% of the re-

cipients who applied for and were awarded additional financial assistance.

OTHER FEDERAL OR STATE BENEFITS

Of thc3c b afc h- ;rcperting to cbcniiaria 6Laz 5LaLa LeuziL

grams, 32.7% reported stipends under $400 for the year while 14.5% received sti-

pends over $2000. Self-supporting students comprised 46.1% of the recipient

population (33,1% of the survey population) with average benefits of $1260 while

dependent undergraduates (49.-.7%.recipieRts).--ceported ave.vage,bancLixs_af $2_7D.

The majority of recipients in this category (75.7%) did not seek additional

financial aid and the average stipend they reported ($1060) was considerably

higher than the $770 reported by the 16.9% who received additional financial

assistance.

TOTAL BENEFITS

In all, 1628 students (15.6% of the survey population) reported receiving some

sort of federal or state benefit stipend. Of this group, approximately 160 re-
,

ceived benefits under 2 or more programs.



There does appear to be some correlation between incomes and benefits received.

Students from families with incomes under $6000 per year comprise 14.2% of the

survey population but are 21.2% of the benefit recipients. Conversely students

with family incomes over..$18,2100 per- the survey population but

only 17.6% of the benefit recipients.

Tha aggregate dollars made available to the 1628 recipients in the survey totalled

approximately $2,390,700 of which $1,693,800 is attributable to G. I. Bill bene-

fits.

EDUCATIONAL LOANS

SUMMARY

PROGRAM NUMBER OF.BORROWERS AVERAGE AMOUNT BORROWED

FEDERAL LOANS (NURSING, HEALTH PRO-
-'617poTnmc AVM 1,/4 mTrv,,T nrmr4,uvu.v«ILJ "A.L.LsaLwIA.,

DENT LOANS)

(N.D.S.L. LOANS ONLY)

1162

(900)

820

(640)

LAW ENFORCEMENT EDUCATION LOANS 34 780

FEDERALLY INSURED STUDENT LOANS, 975 1010

INSTITUTIONAL LONG-TERM LOANS 67 540

OTHER LOANS 225 . 640

FEDERAL LOANS

Of the 1162 federal loans reported by the survey respondents, 262 are Nursing or

Health Professions loans with an average amount borrowed of approximately $1450.

The National Defense Student Loan is the largest of the campus based federal

loan programs and 900 students report an average loan of $640 under this pro-

gram. Non-white students(12.3% of the survey population) are 18.4% of the



borrowers with Black and Chicano students bOrrowing with a frequency 2-1/2 and

3-1/2 times the respective representation in the survey population. Self-

supporting students are also over-- represented in the borrowing population

(40% versus 33.1% of the survey). Average loanS are largest for graduate 'stu-

dents (over $1300) and least fOr dependent undergraduateS living at home ($550).

Self-supporting undergraduates report loans of $780 while dependent undergrad-

uates living away from home average $760. Most (93.6 %) of the N.D.S.L: loans

are going to undergraduates

LAW ENFORCEMENT EDUCATION PROGRAM LOANS (L.E.E.P.)

Only 34 students report borrowing under this program with 21 of the 34 reporting

as self-supporting students. Of the borrowers, 31 are white and 20 are under-:

graduates.

FEDERALLY INSURED STUDENT LOANS (F.I.S.L.)

As previously noted, non-white students were over-represented in the'borrowing

population under the campus-based federal loan programs. Conversely, they rep-

resent only 9.5% of the F.I.S.L. borrowers (but 12,3% of the survey population).

Non-white students also report average F.I,S.L. loans that range from $80 to

$230 below the $1020 average reported by white students.

Self-supporting students represent 48% of the borrowers and report average loans

of $1010 for undergraduates and $1200 for graduates. Dependent students living

at home are least likely to borrow and report the smallest average loan ($740).

Dependent undergraduates living away from home are also underrepresented in the

borrowing population and report average loans of $950.

Of the 975 borrowers, 35.4% also applied for and received additional financial

aid .while 43.7% did not seek aid and 19.7% applied for aid but were denied assis7

tance.



INSTITUTIONAL LONG-TERM LOANS

Of the 67 borrowers responding, 16 (23.9%) were non-white, a pattern similar to

that shown on campus-based federal loans.

Graduate students constituted 10.5% of the borrowers and reported average loans

of approximately $830 while the undergraduate loans averaged $520. Twenty-five

(37.3%) of the borrowers did not consider themselves to be aid applicants. Most

of the loans were of modest size; 55.2% of 'Iem v2re for under $400 with only

9 %, exceeding $1000.

OTHER LOANS

Two hundred and twenty-five students reported receiving loans from some other

source. The average loan for all borrowers responding in this category was

$640 with 46.7% reporting loans of under $400 and 18.6% borrowing more then $1000.

TOTAL LOANS

BORROWING PATTERNS FOR SELECTED SUB-POPULATIONS
PERCENTAGE OF
SURVEY
POPULATION

PERCENTAGE OF
BORROWING
POPULATION AVERAGE LOAN

MALES

FEMALES

56.3%

43.7%

55.4%

44.6%

$1020

900

UNDERGRADUATE

DEPENDENT AT HOME 8.7% 3.2% 720

DEPENDENT AWAY PROM HOME 53.7% 51.5% 870

SELF-SUPPORTING 21.6% 30.6% 1000

GRADUATE

DEPENDENT 3.4% 2.7% 1400

SELF SUPPORTING. 11.5% 12.1% 1420



BORROWING PATTERNS FOR SELECTED SUB-POPULATIONS

(Continued)

ETHNIC BACKGROUND

PERCENTAGE'OF PERCENTAGE OF
SURVEY BORROWING
POPULATION POPULATION AVERAGE LOAN

AMERICAN INDIAN 3.1% 3.1% $ 750

BLACK 2.3% 4.1% 1090

CAUCASIAN 87.7% 85,3% 990

CHICANO ,6% 1,3% 910

ORIENTAL/ASIAN 3.9% 3.0% 780

OTHER 2,4% 3.3% 1010

As the table indicates, men and women are almost equally likely to borrow with

the average loan for men being somewhat greater. Self-supporting students are

more reliant on loans than dependent students and at the undergraduate level

tend to borrow substantially more.

Black and Chicano students are more likely to borrow than White or Asian stu-

dents with Blacks borrowing the highest average amount and American Indian and

Oriental/Asian students taking the smallest average loans.

The 2219 responding borrowers represent 21.2% -f the total survey population.

Of those borrowing, approximately 240 students report borrowing under 2 or mor

programs. Loans under $400 accounted for 14.4% of the totals while 7.5% of the

respondents indicatod total loans in excess of $2000 during the school year

Most borrowers (56.6%) reported themselves as aid recipients and the great ma-

jority (92.3) were full-time students.

During 1971-72, approximately $2,183,700 were borrowed by the students in the

survey ` population for an average loan of $980.



STUDENT EMPLOYMENT

TERM-TIME SUIVARY

PROGRAM NUMBER EMPLOYED AVERAGE EARNINGS

COLLEGE WORK -STUDY PROGRAM

ASSISTANTSHIPS, TEACHING OR
RESEARCH

ON-CAMPUS EMPLOYMENT (NON-
WORK-STUDY)

OFF-CAMPUS EMPLOYMENT

'499

720

$ 600

2250

1352 490

3241 800

SUMMER EMPLOYMENT SUMMARY*

PROGRAM NUMBER EMPLOYED AVERAGE

COLLEGE WORK-STUDY PROGRAM 264 $ 600

AOOTOMANiTOITTn0 MT7Af1,/f nr,

RESEARCH 336 1180

ON-CAMPUS EMPLOYMENT '(NON-
WORK-STUDY) 447 540

OFF-CAMPUS EMPLOYZ.IENT 5277 1100.

EARNINGS

The summer earnings question asked for the net return from
summer earnings that was available for school-year expenses.
Most students apparently responded accurately but there were
indications that some of the responses gave total-gross earn-
ings. The average used for the analysis are called summel
earnings but they are an understatement of gross earnings
and an overstatement of savings derived from summer earnings.

COLLEGE WORK -STUDY PROGRAM

Of the studentsindicating term -time work-study. earnings 41.6% earned less than

$400 during the school year By law, priority for work-rstudy jobs is given to

students from low income families. It is therefore not surprising that 23.4%



of those employed were non-white. All minority groups were over represented

in the work study population except students from Oriental and Asian backgrounds

who were only .8% of the term-time college work-study population. UnderFrad-

uates represented 93.4% of those employed but graduates had the highest earnings

with 10 the 13 dependent graduatestudents responding indicating earnings of,

over $2500. Conversely only 6 out of 466 undergraduates indicated earnings of

a similar magnitude.

Self-supporting and dependent living at home undergraduates reported earnings of

$690 and $740 respectively, significantly higher than the $440 reported by depen-

dent undergraduates living away from home. The difference is probably attribut-

able to the former groups being more consistently available for work including

working during vacation periods when the dependent-living-away student returns

to his family home. Fewer students (264 versus 499) are employed on college

work-study jobs durinc, rhe Rummer. NnnWhito= ctmAprt9 rennat thp.q:170 r,ntt=rn

as they demonstrate durino_ the term by being overrepresented in the college

work- -study population. There is one noticeable difference, however. Asian back-

grounds who comprised only .8% of the term-time employed .ire 4.9% of the summer

employment force.

Self-supporting students who were 32.1% of the term-timE. work force are 44.3% of

the summer work force. Again an indication of their availability fc-: year-

round employment.

ASSISTANTSHIPS, TEACHING W! RESEARCH

In.all, 720 students reported term -time assistantships with approximate average

earnings of $2,250.

This overall average was a product of a large number of stipends ow.: $2500 per

year (593%) and earnings distribution for the rest of the respondentS that



reported relatively equal percentages of students with earnings in every dollar

interval from below $200 to $2000 to $2500. Seventy-seven and two-tenths percent.

of the recipients were graduate students as were all but 31 of those 427 students

who reported the plus $2500 earnings.

An-analysis:Of 'assistantships by the ethniC backgtound of thoSe employed revealS

that students from Oriental/Asian backgrounds are overrepresented in this group

with 7.1% of the respondents (3.9% of the survey population). Similarily, stu-

dents who responded to the "Other" on the ethnic question (2.4% o5 he survey)

represent 6.9% of the assistantships. Blacks show the same representation as

theydo in the survey population, but not one Chicano reports having an assist..

antship.

From the undergraduate respondents, self-supporting students (7,9% of recipients;

report average earnings of $1740 as contrasted with the $25007.plus average for

graduate students and a $910 average for_dependentundergraduates (14.9% of. re-

cipients).

Most (64.9%) holders of assistantships do not apply for other financial aid but

27.1% did consider themselves aid applicant recipients and 5.6% were aid app4(
cants denied additional assistance.

Summer assistantships demonstrate the same ethnic patterns, aid application

status and class leve?s as term-time work except that graduates are even more

overwhe11.1J ly in the majority (82.4 %). Avetage summer earnings for the 59.

undergradua%es responding were below $750 while graduate students reported sum-

mer earnings of over $1250.

01 ,.'US EMPLOYMENT, " STUDY

Most term-time jobs tended be rather short induration with 54,7% of the

respondents indicating' earnings of undet $400 and only 9.1% reporting earnings



of over $1000 for the school year. Most of the jobs in this category went to

undergraduates (94.5%) with dependent students living away from home represent-

ing the largest group of working students (73.2%) but with the smallest average

earnings ($400). Self-supporting undergraduates were 16% of those employed and

averaged $720. Comparable figures for dependent undergraduates -living at home

and for graduate students were 5.3%, $510 and 5.4% and $1110 respectively. Agai:

the:majority (59.1%) of students holding jobs on campus did not apply for finan-

cial aid. The summer on-campus workforce ,:(447'students) is roughly one-third of

the size as the term-time workforce (1353) but the earnings p'attern (52.4% unr!.er

$400) remains much the same. Graduate students area larger portion of the sum-

mer'respondents (11.2%) but their summer earnings ate lower than those reported

by self-supporting and dependent at home undergraduates ($750). Dependent under--

graduates living aw77 from home report the smallest summer earnings.

OTHER EMPLOYMENT (OFF-CAMPUS)

Graduate students are least likely to seek off-campus term-time employment (9.8%

of respondents versus 14.9% of the survey population) while dependent undergrad-

uates living at home are most likely to be working off campus (13.9 and 8.7%

of the working and survey populations respectively). Average earnings ranged

from a low of $700 for dependent graduates and dependent undergraduates living

away from home while self supporting graduates reported average earnings of $98v

self- supporting undergraduates $950, and the dependent at home undergraduates

$e60. In all, 3241 c.tudents worked off campus during the school year (31.0% of

the survey population) with an overall mean of $800. As expected, more students

(5277, 50.A% of the survey population) report off-campus summer earnings. Mi-

nority students who had reported working more often than whites in on-campus



jobs are underrepresented in the summer off-campus,;job population, probably an

'indication of the continuing difficulties encountered by non-white students in

getting summer jobs in the open market. Chicano students also reported the

smallest average earnings ($670) while the Blacks who had obtained jobs reported

the higheSt- average-($1390)-versus $1100 for-whites and ,$104O far-Asian.c-tu-

dents.

Graduate students were still underrepresented by 5.4% in the summer employed off-

campus population but self-supporting graduates reported the highest average

summer earnings ($1630) followed by self-supporting undergraduates ($15.00). De-

pendent students at both the graduate and undergraduate levels rcTorted summer

arnings in the $920-$980 range.

TOTAL EMPLOYMENT

ing the summer and school year 1971-72. Of the respondents, 22.7% report aggre-

gate earnings of under $600 while 17.2% earned more than $3000 for the year.

Students who did not apply for aid earned more ($1900 average) than aid reci-

pients ($1520). There was no noticeable, change in employment patterns by the

reported family incomes of students. Students from families with over $18,000

incomes are just as likely to work as students from under $6000 per year income

families although the latter do report higher earnings ($1,900 average) than

the former ($1700).



EARNING PATTERNS OF SELECTED SUB-POPUYATIONS
PERCENTAGE
SURVEY
POPULATION

OF PERCENTAGE OF
WORKING
POPULATION AVERAGE EARNINGS

MEN

WOMEN

56.3%

43.7%

58.3%

41.7%

$2050

1170

UNDERGRADUATE

LIVING AT HOME 8.7% 9.1% 1520

LIVING AWAY FROM HOME 53.7% 56.2% 1240

SELF-SUPPORTING 21.6% 20.4% 2230

GRADUATE

DEPENDENT 3.4% 3.1% 2080

SELF-SUPPORTING 11.5% 11.2% 3140

Tr-re were little differences in the percentages of students working in dif-

ferent ethnic'groups. Blacks were underrepresented by 0.5% in the total working

population and "Other" students overrepresented by 0.6%. All other groups wire

within 0.1% of their representation in the total survey population. Average

earnings however did seem to be influenced by ethnic background as considerable

variance exists. Employed Black students reported annual earnings averaging

$2070 as contrasted with $1160 for Chicao, $1610 for Asian-American students,

$1700 for whites and $1770 for AMerican Imdians.

Part-time students (9.5% of those employed) reported annual earnings of $2270

substantially higher than the $1640 average for full-time students. As the

table indicates graduate students, self-supporting students and men all earn

substantially, more than dependent undergraduates' and women.

Total earnings of approximately 13,580,000 were reported by 7966 students for

average annual earnings of $1700 plus dollars for those employed or about $1300

per head for the 10,462 students in the survey population,



TOTAL SELF-HELP

In all, 78.4% of the survey population report working or borrowing to help meet

educational expenses during the 1971-72 school year. Of this group; 16.9% re-

port total self-help of under $600 while 19.3% report self-help of over $3000

for the year.

There al:e no appreciable differences in the probability of students reporting

self-help by ethnic background, dependency status or class level. Men, however,

(58.1% reporting self-help and 56.3% of the survey population) are somewhat

more likely to work than are women and also report higher average sCf-help

($2180 versus $1390).

Black students report $2300 in average self-help as compared to $1870 for Whites,

$1410 for Chicanos, and $1760 and $1920 for Asian-American and American Indian

students respectively.

Self-supporting graduate students mTort $3230 in self-help as compared to $2310

for dependent graduate students and $2380 for self-supporting undergraduates.

Dependent undergrauuates reported self-help in the $1450 to $1500 range.

TOTAL AID

Total aid excludes all employment except college work study and all federal

and state benefits and personal savings and parental support. It does include

the full range of student loans and also all fellowships, grants c-d scholar-

ships including those not based on finanCial need.

ETHNIC BACKGROUND OF AID RECIPIENTS

AM. INDIANS BLACK CAUCASIAN CHICANO ASIAN OTHER

PERCENT OF ETHNIC
GROUP RECEIVING
AID 42.2% 54.0% 34.4% 58.8% 41.9% 60.3%

AVERAGE TOTAL AID $1640 $2280 $1590 $1860 $1960 $2080



Non-white students represent 16.6% of the aided population (12.3% of the survey

population) and consistently report higher total aid than the majority white

nopulation. The highest figure reported is th $2280 average for Black stu-

dents but'a good part of this would be a reflection of the higher total self-help

reported by. Blacks. .As total aid normally -bears an .inverse relationship to

family income, it would be normal for non-hite students with lower family in-

comes to need and receive more aid more often.

Eighteen percent of the students reporting aid had total aid in excess of $3000

while 23.6% had total aid under $600. The total aid mean for all paid recipients

was $1660. Of the 676 respondents with total aid over $3000, 530 (78.4%) were

graduate students and an additional 78 were self-supporting undergraduates.

Lower division aid recipients. averaged $1130 in total, upper'division recipients

$1250 and graduate students $2960.

the student least likely to receive aid was the dependent undergraduate living

!t-

at home (8.7% of the survey population but only 4.2% of aided students) whO also

reported the lowest total aid (830) of any sub-populatioi..

Total aid of $6,224,500 was reported by 3754 recipients during the 1971-72 school

year. If to this we add the $11,104,000 of benefits and non-work-study and off-

campus earnings, we get student directed or instituted resources of $19,719,270,

an average of $1880 per student in the survey population.



CHAPTER VI - PART C

AN APPLICANT PROFILE

FOUR-YEAR PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS

PARENTAL INgomL, AND SUPPORT BY AID APPLICANT STATUS

NON-AID
APPLICANT

APPLICANT
AID
GRANTED

APPLICIANT
BUT
INELIGIBLE

APPLICANT
BUT NO
FUNDS
AVAILABLE

APPLICANT I

DENIED AID
NO REASON
GIVEN

AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME 16,740 10,890 13,030 10,670 11,640

PARENTAL SUPPORT 1,180 520 950 540 1,420

SUPPORT AS A PERCENTAGE
OF INCOME 7.0% 4.8% 7.2% 5.02% 12.22%

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS 2,115 965 198 74 37

If we consider the potentially needie udents to be those reporting annual family

incomes of $7500 cr less, then 21.6% of the respondents fall into the neediest cate-

gory. TWenty-two percent of the aid recipients reported incomes in this category

as did 25.6% of those who applied for but were denied aid and 16.1% who never ap-

plied at all. Of the aided population, 20.9% comes from families with mean in-

comes over $25,000 per year. It is probable that the aid granted to high income

students is mostly in the graduate area where assistantships, fellowships, etc.

have been traditionally granted on the basis of academic accomplishments irre-

spective of financial need.

There are, however, large numbers of students who on the basis of kamily incomes

should demonstrate a need-for financial aid who are not aid recipients or, in

the majority of cases, have never applied for aid. Of the non -aid applicants



25,4% report receiving no financial support from their parents during the 1971-

72 academic year. These students are heavily reliant upon employment.

ETHNIC BACKGROUND OF AID RECIPIENTS

AM. INDIAN BLACK CAUCASIAN CHICANO
1.

ORIENTAL OTHER

AVERAGE FAMILY
INCOME $7,970 $7,520 $15,200 $11,930 $12,930 $13,470

PERCENTAGE OF
TOTAL SURVEY
POPULATION 2.9% 2.0% 88.2% 0.5% 3.9% 2.5%

PERCENTAGE OF
AID POPULATION 2.4% 2.5% 86.8% 0.9% 3.7% 3.6%

1

The lower average incomes of the non-white respondents suggest that there would

be a higher need for financial assistance by minority students, The responses

on the survey would bear this out. ur those responding to the question on fi-

nancial aid, 402 of the Blacks reported being aid recipients as did 47.5% of

the Chicanos, 27.2% c) the Oriental/Asian students and 27.7% of the whites.

Only i109 respondents.reported themselves as recipients of financial assistance

through the campus financial aid office, However an analysis of responses to

other questions relating to specific campus aid programs reveals that more than

2000 students (48.6% of the surveyed population) are receiving aid of some kind

or another. Of those identified as aid recipients, 45.5% must either be resort--

ing to outside sources of, aid or simply do not perceive their aid as a form of

campus administered financial aid.



TYPES OF ASSISTANCE RECEIVED
GRANTS AND SCHOLARSHIPS

S1:72-IARY

PROGIZAM NO. OF RECIPIENTS AVERAGE AWARD

RI.ADENT TUITION WAIVER OR
TOITION SUPPLEMENT GRANT 704 580

STATE NEED -GRANT ,11_1 310

FEDERAL GRANTS (URSING AND HEALTH
PROFESSIONS - SCHOLARSHIPS AND
'EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY GRANTS) 217 730

(EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY GRANTS
ALONE) (150) (590).

LAW ENFORCEMENT EDUCATION PROGRAM
GRANTS 30 540

INSTITUTIONAL GRANTS 221 680

OTHER SHCOLARSHIPS AND GRANTS 269 860

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS- 22 1100

TUITION WAIVERS

Tuition and fee waivers constitute the single largest form of financial assist-

ance avai101e to students attending private institutions. Of the total sur-

vey population, 16.6% repotted having received tuition waivers. By ethnic

breakdown 1.8% of the Blacks were waiver recipients (2.0% of survey sample),

as were 0.4% of the Oriental/Asians. (3.9% of sample).. Likewise, 87.2% of the

white respondents were recipients of exemptions (88.2% of sample).

Self-supportin- --ergraduate and graduate students were the most likely to

receive exemptLons reporting 22.7% (19.6% of survey) and 3.7% (3.0% of survey)

respectively. Commuter students, those dependent undergraduates living at home,

also were overrepresented in the recipient group (132% tuition waivers versus.



8.6% survey sample). The least likely to receive exemptions were dependent under-

graduates and graduates living away from home.

WASHINGTON STATE NEED GRANT

The State Need Grant ?rogram is designed to assist undergraduate students with

high need. Thus it is not surprising that ethnic minorities comprised 16.2%

(11.8% of survey sample) of the recipient population. The majority (54.0%) of

State Need Grant awardees were undergraduate dependents living away from home,

reporting average grants of $330. Self-supporting students (28.9% of recipients

versus 19.6% of survey) received smaller average grants in the amount of $240.

Dependent undergraduates living at home reported the largest grant amounts,

averaging $360 for the 16.1% who received them (8.6% of the survey sample).

FEDERAL GRANTS

Of the total number of grants reported, 150 ofthe 217 were Educational Oppor-

tunity Grants averaging $590 per award. The average of all federal grants, in-

cluding the EOG's, however, was substantially higher than the EOC alone, at

$730. The average Nursing and Health Professions Scholarship was $1030.

Federal grants, particularly EOG's, are targeted to students from low income

families. Thus we would expect to see a large percentage of these grants

awarded to non-white students, as in fact they are. Non-whites comprise 19.3%

(11.8% of survey) of the federal grant recipients. Blacks received 6.77 (2.0%

of survey) of the grants at a $570 average; Chicanos received 2.0% (0.5% of

survey) at a $630 average; 4.7% (3.9% of sampl(R) went to Oriental/Asian stu-'

dents with average grants of $760. White recipients were 80,7% of the aided

group although 88.2% of the sample. They reported average grants of $590,



r.

LAW ENFORCEMENT EDUCATION PROGRAM GRANTS

Grants under this program are designed for students who are either entering

or are employed in law enforcement agencies. Grants authorized under this

program are no awarded according to need; 46.7% of the recipients are self-

supporting, 36.7%.are dependent undergrads. The grants for self-supporting

students are understandably larger, averaging.$590 per grant versus $510 for

the dependent undergraduate.

'INSTITUTIONAL GRANTS AND SCHOLARSHIPS

Included in this category are the full range of institutional awards, includ-

ing graduate fellowships and traineeships. Of those awarded, 61.5% were

undergraduate dependents living away from home reporting an average grant

amount of $730 and 16.7% of the recipients who' received average grants of

$780 were self-supporting undergraduates. As would be expected, proportion-

ately smaller average grants were awarded to commuters who represented 14.0%

(8.6% of sample) of the recipients. The graduate sample was overrepresented

at 7.7% although only 4.9% of survey sample. The average grant for this group

was surprisingly small at $150.

OTHER SCHOLARSHIPS, GRANTS OR FELLOWSHIPS

This category includes all other non-institutional awards reported by survey

respondents. The awards reported range widely with 52% the undergraduate

awards averaging $600 or below even though the average undergraduate scholar-

ships range from $820 to $1070. The 13% of the recipients who reported awards

over $2000 raised the average consideratly. The average grants also vary



greatly by dependency status although surprisingly, the grant amount for the com-

muter student is larger than for an other groups. Since the commuters represent

only 8.2% of the recipients (8.6% of survey) and 13.6% of the commuters awarded

reported aid in excess of $2000, the average grant size is not a very useful index.

We would usually expect the self-supporting undergraduate to receive the largest

grants. Average grants for self-supporting graduate students were $1030; they

made up 6.3% of the recipients, an overrepresentation of almost 2%. No dependent

graduate student awards were reported.

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

Of the 22 students who reported receiving BIA awards, 11 identified themselves as

American Indians, while 6 identified themselves as White, 2 as Black and 3 as

"Other." Sixty-eight percent described themselves as dependent undergraduates with

average grants of $1220, 18.2% as self-supporting undergraduates L.th average awards

of $1110 and 13.6% as dependent undergraduates living at home with the smallest

grants averaging only $470.

TOTAL GRANTS AND SCHOLARSHIPS

ETHNIC BACKGROUND OF RECIPIENTS
AMERICAN

INDIAN BLACK WHITE CHICANO ORIENTAL OTHER

. PERCENT OF SURVEY
POPULATION 2.9 2.0 88.2 .5 3.9 2.5

PERCENT OF RECI-
PIENTS 3.0 2.2 87.2 .7 3.8 3.1

AVERAGE AWARD $1,150 $1540 $850 $1 530 $960 $1,360

Both. the higher percentage of non-whites receiving grants and the reported highe-

average awards refleCt the lower-income family income and the greater financial need

of non-white students.



An analysis of the recipient population by sex curiously indicates that women have

a slight edge over men on total aid at 47.2% vs 45.6%, although the survey sample

indicates that men represent 51% of the sample. and women. 49%. Interestingly enough

the average grant size is substantially greater for men than for women, $990 as op-

posed-to $810 for women.

TOTAL GRANTS BY DEPENDENCY STATUS AND CLASS LEVEL

UNDERGRADUATES GRADUATES
DEPENDENT DEPENDENT DEPENDENT SELF-
AT HOME AWAY SELF-SUPP. DEPENDENT SUPP.

PERCENT OF SURVEY
POPULATION 8.6

PERCENT OF RECI-
PIENTS 11.3

AVERAGE AWARD $780

67.2 19.6 1.9 3.0

62.2 22.6 .4 3.6

$910 $870 $1,630 $1,290

In private colleges, the self-supporting undergraduate and the dependent living at

home appear to be the principal beneficiaries of grants and scholarships. The fact

that 47.3% of the sample population of commuters are from families with incomes

under $12,000 may be a partial explanation for the large average grant size. Of the

self-supporting undergraduates, 65.2% also come from families of $12,000 and below

income. However, only 35% of the dependents living away from home come from fami-

lies with incomes below this level. Seemingly students living near private school's

find it less costly to attend a private school and commute rather than attend a

public institution where he/she may have to live away from home and assume room and

board costs.

Self-supporting graduate and undergraduate students are most likely to receive

grants and on the average, their awards are larger than both dependent undergraduate

students and graduate students.



ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE OF GRANT AND SCHOLARSHIP RECIPIENTS

MOSTLY A'S MOSTLY B'S MOSTLY C'S

ALL STUDENTS 18.9% 62.0% 18.8%

GRANT RECIPIENTS 25.0 54.5 16. 1

As many scholarship programs reward academic excellence - a carryover from the "Blue

Chip" Scholarship days when need was not the.principal.consideration for scholarship

awards it is not surprising to discover an overrepresentation of A students as

award recipients. However, the numbers of B and C students receiving awards is like-

wise a clear indicator that now many programs are primarily concerned with the need

of the recipients and require only normal academic progress.

SUMMARY

In all, 1247 students reported grant and scholarship stipends with an average sti-

A 6onnpc n, yruy. awards varied greatly Ly CL. 11 WiLJA UL

white and Asian recipient groups, the average grant/scholarship size ranged from

-$1150 to $1540. Three percent of the awards were for $400 or less. Only 10.6% in-

dicated awards greater than $2000. The dollar value of all grants and scholarships

reported was approximately $1,122,300.00.

STATE AND FEDERAL BENEFITS SUMMAR1

PROGRAM NUMBER OF RECIPIENTS AVERAGE AMOUNT

G.I. BILL 348 $1,600

SOCIAL SECURITY 124 730

WELFARE 24 690

STATE VOCATIONAL
REHABILITATION 31 1,560

OTHER FEDERAL AND
STATE BENEFITS 158 840

on



C.I. BILL

The G.I. Bill is the single largest benefit program both in terms of numbers aided

(8.2% of the survey population) and size of benefits on an average grant basis.

Seventy-two percent of the G.I. Bill recipients report that, they are self-- support-

lingundergraduates. This is understandable as most veterans are older than the

average student. Seemingly because of the lucrative benefits of the G.I. Bill,

69% of the 61 recipients didn't apply for additional financial aid although 18.4%

do repOrt themselves as aid recipients.

SOCIAL SECURITY

Of those reporting Social Security benefits, 58% are dependent undergraduates living

away from home; 21% are deped,..:;ents at home and-17% are self-supporting. orty-four

percent did not apply for additional aid, however, 41% reported receiving additional

Aq,Q1Qta7!r.4 3, Tbm b-n-f4t[,- of th3 non applicanL gioup u,AeuClud Lhe applicant

group fairly substantially, $780 as compared with $620. White students represented

about 79.8% of the recipient group, a somewhat underrepresentation when compared to

the 88.2% proportion they make up of the survey. The benefits of the white applicant

group was on the average somewhat higher ($770) than for other ethnic groups report-

ing benefits.. It is not surprising that 98% of the benefit recipients were under-

graduates in as much as Social Security benefits stop at age 22,

WELFARE

Only 24 students reported. Welfare benefits. Of these, 58.3% were undergraduate

self-supporting students with average benefits of $760. Seventy-five percent of

those on welfare were whites showing a substantially -geL lfare package ($790)

than other ethnic groups. Blacks, F.3% of recipients and 2.0% of the survey popu-

lation, reported benefits of $670, and 8.3% of recipients and .5% of the survey

(Spanish-Americans) also reported welfare payments averaging $400, an overrepresent-



ation for both of these groups. One third of the 'welfare recipients had not applied

for financial aid which may be the product of fearing reduction in benefits when

receiving any outside assistance.

STATE VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION AND EMPLOYMENT SECURITY

Less than 1% of the survey population reported benefits under this program. Of the

recipients, 54:8% with average benefits of nearly $2000, were undergraduate self-

supporting students. Fifty -eight percent of the recipients did not apply for addi-

tional aid. Their average benefits were substantially higher ($1860) than for the

25.8% who reported receiving financial aid ($1060). Ethnically, the white popula-

tion was only slightly underrepresented with 83.9% (88.2% of survey sample) report-

ing average benefits of $1690. Blacks (9.7%) who received $1170 were overrepresented.

All other ethnic minorities were underrepresented in'this area.

.01-riER FEDERAL OR STATI!: i5hNht1T5

This category, showing less than a 1% recipient group, became something of a catch-
.

all for those receiving benefits falling outside the realm of Social Security,

Welfare, G.I. Bill, etc. As such, the average awards could be expected to vary

greatly which they do ($300 - $1600). The white population is overrepresented

slightly (89.3% 88.2%). Of those repOrting receiving benefits, 46.2% were under-

graduate dependents away from home and 31.6% were undergraduate self-supporting

students. This group received average benefits of more than $1000 greater than the

undergraduate dependents ($1610 - $5000). Sixty-two percent indicated that they

didn't apply for aid and their benefits were substantially greater than the 29.1%

aided group ($1100 $330).



TOTAL BENEFITS

Of the total survey respondents, 14.4% reported stipends under state and federal

Programs while 12.1% of this recipient group were aided on two or more benefit pro-

grams.

There appear: to be a correlation between need as represented by family income and

the identification of benefit recipients; 14.9% of the sample report family incomes

of less than $6000 as compared to 20.3% of the benefit recipients. Although the

sample shows that 30.4% of the respondents report incomes in excess of $18,000, only

16.2% are beneficiaries under state and federal benefit programs. There appeared to

be no great variation of grant size*among income categories.

The aggregate dollars available to the 611 recipients of benefits totaled approxi-

mately $838,290 of which the G.I. Bill makes up the single largest segment at

$557,500.00.

EDUCATIONAL LOANS SUMMARY

PROGRAM BORROWERS AVERAGE AMOUNT

FEDERAL LOANS (NURSING
AND HEALTH PROFESSIONS
AND NATIONAL DEFENSE

STUDENT LOANS) 643 $ 770

(NDSL ONLY) (504) (690)

LAW ENFORCEMENT EDUCATION
LOANS 36 1,010

FEDERALLY-INSURED STUDENT
LOANS. 403 1,100

INSTITUTIONAL LONG-TERM
LOANS 36 570

OTHER LOANS 133 700



FEDERAL LOANS

Of the survey sample, 643 students or 15.2% reported assistance under one of the

Federal Loans Programs. Of these, 139 were recipients of Nursing or Health Pro-

fessions loans borrowing on the average of $1080.00. The remaining orrowers (78%)

were on the single largest institutionally-based loan program borrowing an average

of $690 on the National Defense Student. Loan Program. The greatest percentage of

borrowers reported were undergraduate dependents living away from home. The average

NDSL loan reported is somewhat smaller than that for nursing students, as the ceil-

ing on NDSL's for undergraduates is $1000 and for Nursing and Health Professions is

$1500. Although the population of white borrowers is greater than. the survey sample

(89.17 - 88.2%), the non-white loan recipient group shows that both Blacks and

Chicanos are overrepresented two times their, respective representation of the total

.sample. Self-supporting Students are also overrepresented (28% to 19.6%,of survey).

Average loans, as expected, are greatest for graduate students at $950. Self-snp-

porting undergraduates also receive larger loans than dO dependent undergraduates

($740 vs $670). Most NDSL's go to undergrads with less than 1% of the graduate

students reporting assistance on this program although they make up 4.9% of the

sample population.

LAW ENFORCEMENT EDUCATION PROGRAM (LEEP)

Thirty-six students, less than 1% of the survey sample, repOrted LEEP stipends

averaging $1000. Since LEEP loans are directed principally to in-service and pre-

service law enforcement employees, it is not surprising .that 58.3% are self-support-

ing students. Surprisingly, 80.6% of the recipient group did apply for additional

aid and 8.3% of the recipient group was Black, showing an overrepresentation four

times the survey sample.



FEDERALLY-INSURED LOAN PROGRAM (FISL)

As previously noted, non-white students were overrepresented in the borrowing popu-

lation under the campusbased federal loan programs. Conversely, they represent only

10.9% of the FISL borrowers, but 11.8% of the survey population. The average loan

amounts for all ethnic groups are fairly comparable although the Black borrowers

report on the average of $300 less than all other groups. Of the borrowing popula-

tion, 54.6% are dependent undergraduates living away from home with average loans of

$1090 and 34.2% are self-supporting students although they represent only 19.6% of

the sample. The average amount borrowed by both dependent and independent shows

very little variability at the undergraduate level. Graduate students, however,

report average loans about $270 greater than the undergraduates (1330 grads vs 1060).

Dependent undergrads are the least likely to borrow on the FISL Program; 4.5% of

dependents living at home borrowed loan amounts comparable in size toother under-

sradllaf0Q T.,"1"n WIA01rs.nrncM1-11-0,4 (52 tie/ 4 ^47Dc:pcndent
grads living away from home are also underrepresented (67% vs 54.6% of borrowers).

0f the 403 FISL borrowers, 38.8% also applied for and received additional aid while

45.4% didn't apply and an additional 13.9% applied but were denied assistance.

INSTITUTIONAL LONG-TERM LOANS

Of the 36 borrowers from institutionally-controlled long-term loan programs, 16.8%

were non-white (although. only 11.9% of survey sample), a pattern more pronounced

than t',at shown on campus-based federal loans.

Undergraduates utilized these loan funds to a greater extent than graduate students

(97.2% vs 2.8%) and also borrowed more ($650 vs $300). The dependent undergraduate

student living at home borrows on the average of $400 to $500 more than other under-

graduates ($930 vs $500). Of those recipients reporting institutional loans, 66.7%

had applied for and received other financial assistance; 19.4% had not applied for

other financial aid. Forty-seven percent of the loans were modest in size, not ex-



ceeding $400,00.

OTHER LOANS

Average outside loans of $100 were reporteLby 133 students (11.8% of the survey

population)- The variability among the undergraduates, dependents vs independents,

is fairly significant, Dependents living at home, although slightly overrepresented

(9% vs 8.6%) borrowed $370 on the average. However, dependents living away from

home borrowed nearly twice that amount ($630) while undergraduate self-supporting

students borrowed on the average of $1100, Graduate self-supporting students bor-

rowed $650 more than undergraduate self-supporting students. Half of the. loans were

for less than $600 and only 18.7% bOrrowed amounts greater than $1000.

TOTAL LOANS

BORROWING PATTERNS FOR SELECTED SUB POPULATIONS.
nv cTmT7n7 nr

AVERAGE LOANPOPULATION POPULATION

MALES 51.0% 43.0% $1,030

FEMALES 49.0 48.1 960

UNDERGRADUATE DEPENDENT
AT HOME 8.6 7.2 800

UNDERGRADUATE DEPENDENT
AWAY FROM HOME 67.0 60.5 930

UNDERGRADUATE SELF-SUP-
PORTING 19.6 29.0 1,120

GRADUATE DEPENDENT 1.9 .5 1,190

GRADUATE SELF-SUPPORTING 3.0 2.8 1,260



ETHNIC BACKGROUND

% OF SURVEY
POPULATION

% OF BORROWER
POPULATION AVERAGE LOAN

AMERICAN INDIAN 2,9% 2.8% ,$ 800

BLACK 2.0 2.4 1,000

CAUCASIAN 88.2 88.2 990

CHICANO .5 .9 1,100

ORIENTAL/ASIAN 3.9 3.2 1,040

OTHER 2.5 2.7 1,030

As the table indicates, men and women are almost equally likely to borrow with the

average loan for men being somewhat greater. Self-supporting students are more reli-

ant on loans than dependent students and at the undergraduate level tend to borrow

5ubstantially more than the average.

. Black and Chicano students are more likely to borrow than white, Asian or American

Trldi7c: Chjrnnn ctilr14?nte linrrnr,7 tho hi ghost ni,n,nnn nn,n+ t1, t7 A17.r;

and whites borrowing the least.

The 1129 responding borrowers represent 26.7% of the total survey population. Of

those borrowing, 626 students report borrowing under two or more programs. Loans

under $600 account for 26.2% of the totals while 6.6% of the respondents indicated.

total loans in excess of $2000 during the year. Most borrowers (61.5%) reported

themselves.as aid recipients and the great majority (93.3%) were full-time.

During 1971-72, approximately $1,111,280 was borrowed by the students in the survey

population with an average loan of $980. Of the borrowers, 36.6% had family incomes

below $9000.



STUDENT EMPLOYMENT

TERM-TIME SUMMARY

PROGRAM NUMBER EMPLOYED AVERAGE EARNINGS

COLLEGE WORK-STUDY PROGRAM 482 $ 560

ASSISTANTSHIPS, TEACHING
OR RESEARCH 215 1,700

ON-CAMPUS EMPLOYMENT (NON-
WORK-STUDY) 751 490

OFF-CAMPUS EMPLOYMENT 1,282 750

SUMMER SUMMARY

PROGRAM

COLLEGE WORK-STUDY PROGRAM

ASSISTANTSHIPS, TEACHING
OR RESEARCH

ON-CAMPUS EMPLOYMENT (NON-

WORK-STUDY)

OFF-CAMPUS EMPLOYMENT

NUMBER EMPLOYED AVERAGE EARNINGS

146 $

88 1,020

218 520

2,129 1,000

COLLEGE WORK-STUDY PROGRAM

Of the482 students indicating term-time work -study earnings, 49.4% earned less than

$400 during the schobl year. By law, priority for work-study jobs is given to stu-

dents from low-income families .It is therefore not surprising that 14.3% of those

employed were non-white (non-whites represent 11.8% of the survey). All minority

groups were overrepresented in the Work-Study population except students from

Oriental/Asian backgrounds who were 3.1% of the College Work-Study population but

3.9% of the survey. Undergraduates represented 97.3% of those employed, but gradu-

ates had the highest earnings with 9 of the 11 dependent graduates employed reporting

earnings in excess of $2000 in contrast with undergraduates reporting average earn-

ings of only $560. Even among self-supporting undergraduates, the average earnings



were only about 25% of the reported average earnings in he graduate students

sector. Only 16 out of 469 (3.4%) of the undergrads reported earningS in excess

of $2000.

Undergraduates, both selfsupporting a: 'ing at home, reported earnings

of $620 and $570 respectively, somewhat h._ -Ian the $500 reported by dependent

undergraduates living away from home. The difference is probably attributable to

the former groups being more consistently available for work including work during

vacation periods when the dependent student living away returns to his family home.

Significantly fewer students (146 vs 482) are employed in College Work-Study jobs

during the .;ummer period. Non-white students participating in the summer College

Work-Study program are again overrepresented (13% vs 11.2%); Some interesting dif-

ferences might be noted. Whereas the Blacks report almost double representation in

the summer vs academic year participation (4.1% summer vs 2.5% academic), the

Oriental/Asian group is significantly underrepresented during the summer program

'(.7% summer vs 3.1% term and 3.9% of total survey). American Indians and Chicanos

participated in term-time rather than in summer, employment. on the College Work-Study

Program.

ASSISTANTSHIPS, TEACHING OR RESEARCH

Two hundred and fifteen students reported average earnings of $1700 on term-time

assistantships. This overall average was a product of a large number of stipends

over $2500 earned principally by self-supporting graduate students. The average

earnings of all undergraduates was $1010 significantly below the overall average of

all students reporting assistantship support; 42.5% of the recipients were graduate

students as were 84.3% of those reporting stipends in excess of $2500.

An analysis of assistantships by ethnic background reveals that each of the ethnic

minorities with the exception of American Indians (4.2% vs 2.9% of survey), are under-

represented in these programs. However, those respondents describing themselves as



"Other" were overrepresented (5.1% vs 2.5% of survey). Blacks approximate the

survey representation (1.9% vs 2%); however, not one Chicano reports having re-

ceived an assistantship.

Among the undergraduate respondents, self-supporting students who make up 14% of

the recipients, report earnings of $1330 as contrasted with $2600 reported by self-

supporting graduate Students.

Most holders (52.6%) of assistantships do not apply for other financial aid; however,

27.4% were aided and 16.7% were denied additional assistance.

Summer assistantships overall show less minority participation than during the aca-

demic year. The most dramatic differences can be seen in the Indian and Black re-

spi.ndent groups. Wherein 4.2% (2.9% of survey) American Indians report earnings for

term-time assistantships, no Indians report earnings for the summer; however, the

Black respondents report precisely the contrary indicating a 1.9% recipient group

during the regular academi2 year, but 5.7% (2% of survey) in the summer assistant-

ship program. The Chicanos again are-unrepresented in the summer program, and the

participation of the Oriental/Asian group diminished from 3.3% to 2.3% during the

summer. The average summer earnings were generally much lower than for term-time

employment, $1020 as opposed to $1700 earnings during the year. Again the greatest

percentage of summer recipients were graduate students (40.9%) with average earnings

of $1280. The average earnings of undergraduate recipients was $540.

ON- CAMPUS EMPLOYMENT (NON-WORKSTUDY)

Average earnings of $:90 were reported by 751 students employed on campus in non-

Work-Study jobs during the academic year. However, 51.5% indicated earnings under

$400 suggesting that most term-time jobs are of short duration. Only 87 reported

earnings over $1000 for the same period. Almost all (99.5 %) of the jobs went to

undergraduates with 80.2% going to dependent undergraduates living away from home.

However, this same group reports the smallest. average earnings ($440). Self-sup-

porting undergrads represented 11.1% of the recipient population with average earn-



ings of $830. Self-supporting graduates average $1250. Those students living at

home were 8.3% of the recipients reporting average earnings of $630. Again the

majority (52.3%) of students holding jobs on campus did nn- :ply for financial

aid. However, 28.1% identified themselves as applying and receiving aid and 13.6%

applied for aid but were denied. The summer on-campus work force was less than a

third the size of the term-time but recipients reported higher average earn-

ings ($520) although 47.7% stil Led earnings under $400. The graduate student

group was better represented during the summer program (6.4% vs .5% during term-time)

and their reported earnings were on the average comparable to the undergraduate re-

spondents. Dependent undergrads living away from home report the smallest summer

earnings ($460). Undergrads living away from home report the smallest summer earn-

ings ($460). Undergrads living away from home only constituted 61.9% of the summer

work force although they represented 80.2% during term employment.

OTHER EMPLOYMENT (OFF-CAMPUS)

Dependent undergraduates living at home are the most likely group to seek off-campus

term-time employment (12.2% vs 8.6% of survey sample). The other groups of under-

graduate and graduate recipients are underrepresented for term-time off-campus

ployment. The average earnings reported for off- campus employment was $750, sub-

stantially higher than for those employed on campus term-time. Self-supporting

undergrads and graduate students reported the highest average earnings of $850.

Dependent recipients, both undergraduates and graduates, indicated earnings of $700.

In all, 1282'students worked off campus during the school year (30.3% of survey pop-

ulation) with an overall mean of $750. As expected, more students (2129 or 50.3%

of survey) report off-campus summer earnings. Minority students who had reported

working more often than.whil,es in on-campus jobs (25.2% vs 11.2% of survey) are under-

represented in the summer off-campus job population (10.2% vs 11.2% of survey). This

may very likely be indicative of the continuing difficulties encountered by non-white



students in getting summer jobs in the open market. Chicano students reported the

smallest average earnings ($460) while the Blacks reported the highest average

($2140) vs $1010 for whites and $870 for Asians.

Graduate students were again underrepresented in the summer employed off-campus

population (2,2% vs 4.9% of' survey). The average summer earnings were $1000 with

self-supporting students rernrting the highest average earnings. Self-supporting

undergrads repo/ earnings at $1540 with graduate self-supporting

second at $1180. Dependent students' earnings at both the graduate and undergraduate

levelS ranged from $830 to $1080.

TOTAL EMPLOYMENT.

In all, 3240 students (76.6% of survey group) report some earnings during the summer

and school year of 1971-72. Of the respondents, 24.2% report aggregate earnings of

under $600 while 12.1% earned more than $3C00 per year.. Students who did not apply

for aid earned more on the average than did those who were also aid recipients

($1560 vs $1390). There was no noticeable change in employment patterns by the

reported family incomes of students. Slight variations occur at the extremes of

the spectrum with low-income recipients and very high income students underrepre-

sented in the total employment picture. However, though underrepresented students

coming from the lowest income group report the highest earnings, their average

$1840 earnings is significantly higher than in any other. category. The average of

all other groups is $1490.



EARNINGS PATTERN OF SELECTED-SUB-POPULATIONS
'PERCENTAGE
OF SURVEY

PERCENTAGE AVERAGE
WORKING. EARNINGS

MEN 51.0% 49.5% $1,880

WOMEN 49.0 42.6 1,080

UNDERGRADUATE AT HOME 8.6 8.5 1,430

UNDERGRADUATE LIVING
AWAY FROM HOME 67.0 68.3 1,220

UNDERGRADUATE SELF-
SUPPORTING 19.6 18.6 2,320

GRADUATE DEPENDENT 1.9 1.4 2,420

GRADUATE SELF SUPPORTING 3.0 3.2 3,400

There were only marginal differences in the percentages of students working by the

ethnic representation among employment respondents. Average earnings among ethnic

groups did vary considerably. Generally, the Blacks reported the highest earnings

at $1880; Chicanos at the other end of the spectrum earned about $700 less than

Blacks at $1170. The only ethnic group reporting smaller earnings were the Asian/

Orientals at $1110. Whites, Indians and "Other" reported approximately comparable

average earnings of $1540, $1530 and $1470 respectively.

Students carrying an academic load of from one-half to three-quarters of a full

course schedule represented 6.1% of those employed and reported annual earnings of

$1900 substantially higher than the $1500 average for full-time students, suggesting

that these students spend more time working than do full-time students. Graduate

students, self-supporting students and men all earn substantially more than depend-

ent undergraduates and women.

Total earnings of approximately $4,960,440 were reported by 3240 students for aver-

age annual earnings of $1530 for those employed or about $1170 per head for the 4230

Students in the' survey population.

1 n



TOTAL SELF-HELP

In all, 79.5% (3322) of the survey population report working or borrowing to help

meet educational expenses dUring the 1971-72. school year. Of this group, 19.5%

report total selfhelp of under $600 while 16.4% report self-help over $3000 for

the year.

There are no appreciable differences in the probability of students reporting self-

help by ethnic background, dependency status or class level. Men are somewhat more

likely to work than are women and thus report higher average self-help ($2050 vs 1400).

Black students report $2000 in average self -help as compared to $1770 for whites,

$1960 for Chicanos and $1320 for Asians, while Indians report $1970.

Self-supporting graduate students report $3590 in self-help as compared to $2470

for dependent students (graduate) and $2550 for undergraduate self-supporting stu-

dents. Dependent undergraduates reported self-help in the $1460-1630 range.

TOTAL AID

'Total aid excludes all employment except College Work-Study and all federal and

state benefits and personal savings and parental support. It does include the full

range of student loans and also all fellowships, grants and scholarships including

those not based on financial need.

ETHNIC BACKGROUND OF AID RECIPIENTS
AMERICAN
INDIAN BLACK WHITE CHICANO' ASIAN OTHER

PERCENTAGE OF SURVEY 2.9% 2.0% 88.2% .5% 3.9% 2.5

PERCENTAGE OF SURVEY
POPULATION RECEIV-
ING AID 3.3 2.1 87.4 .7 3.4 3.0

AVERAGE TOTAL AID $1,610 $1,820 $1,440 $1,940 $1,300 $2,090



Non-white students represent 12.6% of the aided population (11.8% of survey) and

consistently report higher total aid than the white population. The highest figure

reported is the $2090 for "Other" and $1820 for Blacks. As total aid normally

bears an inverse relationship to family income, it would be normal for non-whites

with lower family incomes to need and receive more aid more often.

Of the students reporting aid, 11.17 had total aid in excess of $3000 while 58% had

aid below the $1470 mean for all aid recipients. Of the 226 respondents with total

aid over $3000, 31.8% were graduate students and 42.0% were undergraduates living

away from home.

Lower division aid recipients averaged $1380 in total, upper division recipients

$1350 and graduates $3190.

Total aid of $2,989,320 was reported by 2033 recipients during the 1971-72 school

year. If to this we add the $4,165,340 of non-Work-Study and off-campus earnings
.

reported, we get student-directed or instituted resources of $7,154,660, an average

of $1690 per student in the survey population.



CHAPTER VI PART D

AID APPLICANT PROFILE

COMMUNITY COLLEGES

PARENTAL INCOME AND SUPPORT BT. AID APPLICANT STATUS

NON-AID
APPLICANT

AVERAGE FAMILY =COME 12,750

PARENTAL SUPPORT 480

SUPPORT AS A PERCENTAGE
OF INCOME 3.8%

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS 8,574

APPLICANT
AID.

GRANTED .

ama
210

2.4%

1.659

APPLICANT
BUT

INELIGIBLE

APPLICANT
BUT NO
FUNDS
AVAILABLE

APPLICANT
DENIED AID
NO REASON
GIVEN

11,600 11,120' 10,920

520 270 580

4.5% 2..4% . 5.3%

All 198 133

If, as with the four-year public and inSepenil-ent segments, we describe as potentially

neediest, students from families with incomes below $7500, then of the aided popu-

lation 47.3% are within this neediest carcgary as are 25.7% of the non-applicant

population and approximately 26% of the appliiii-ed but non-awarded group. At the op-

posite end of the income spectrum 11% of the aided population reported annual family

incomes in excess of $15,000 and of this 1.3% in excess of $25,000. This high parental

income may be explained ia part by 53.1% of the grant recipients declaring themselves

to be primarily self-supporting. As such, the parental income is reported but is not

a source of support.

Many, students should on tie basis of family f-zome demonstrate a need for, financial

. aid. Ofthe 78.1% of the students who have TWYeT applied for aid, 43% have not re-

ceived any support from their parents ,.ilmring hz. 1971-72 academic year. As such,

this student pc pulation must be relyint heavily mpon the remaining financial resources:

employment, belkefits, and loaco.



VERAGE FAMILY
INCOME

ERCENTAGE OF
TOTAL SURVEY
POPULATION

ERCENTAGE OF
AID POPULATION

ETHNIC BACKGROUND OF AID RECIPIENTS

AM, INDIAN BLACK. CAUCASIAN CHICANO ORIENTAL OTHER

$7,760 $9,680 $12,370 $7,050 $9,640 $10,600

3.9% 2.3% 88.2% 1.2% 2.3% 2.2%

6.3>0 3.0% 83.4% 2.7% 1.4% 3.2%

The assumption that lower incomes of non -white families would indicate a higher

priority for financial aid is seemingly confirmed withthe responses to this survey.

Of the American Indian applying for aid, 76.8% report receiving aid. The same is

true with the Chicanos: Of those applying for aid, 90.7% report receiving aid.

With an increase in average family income the percentage receiving awards decreases.

With an averaop famitv inrnmP fnr Blarkq apnlvino fnr ai d of A80, 77.8X repOrt

receiving aid. 0ne outstanding variance is the Orientals: With average family

incomes similar to that of the Blacks, only 43.9% of Oriental aid applicants re-

ported receiving aid.

Within our "potentially" needy student categoty, family income below $7,500, fall

56.2% of the American Indian respondents, 564% of the Blacks, 68.8%'of the ChiCanos,

37.7% of the Asians, and 40% of the "other." The difference between these and the

24.9% of the American Indians, 21-.4% of the Blacks, 36.3% of the Chicanos, 9.7%

of the Asians and 15.6% of the "others"- receiving aid are "neediest" Students

withoUt financial aid.

While only 14.2% of the community college respondents report themselves to be

recipients of aid awarded throUgh the institution's aid office, 26.9% of the survey

population report through other questions ot aid programs receiving one form or

another of financial aid. The difference reflects the large number of outside aid



and loan programs and is also doubtlessly influenced.by,stydent perceptions of
-

what comprises student. aid.

TYPES OF ASSISTANCE RECEIVED
GRANTS AND SCHOLARSHIPS

SUMMARY

NO. OF RECIPIENTS AVERAGE AWARD

TUITION AND FEE WAIVERS 1030 430

STATE NEED GRANT 250 370

FEDERAL GRANTS (NURSING AND 'HEALTH:
PROFESSIONS SCHOLARSHIPS AND

.EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY GRANTS) 420 510

(EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY GRANTS
ALONE (300) (440)

LAW ENFORCEMENT EDUCATION PROGRAM
GRANTS 100 410

INSTITUTIONAL GRANTS 230 410

OTHER SCHOLARSHIPS AND GRANTS 450 450

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 129 1147

TUITION WAIVERS

Tuition Waivers are the largest single grant program within the public sector

with 8% of, the survey population reporting receipt of a tuition waiver.

The chief beneficiaries of the tuition waiver program appear to be the self-

supporting students (36.5% of the waivers) followed by dependent students liv-

ing.away from home (36.0% of the waivers) and the dependent students living at

home (23.4% of the waivers). The self-supporting student, 37.1% of the survey

population, and the dependent student, living away from home, 32.4%ofrthe

survey population, are overrepresented in this program. The group least likely



to receive waivers were dependent students living at home (23.4% of the recipients

versus 30.4% of the survey population).

As tuition waivers are need based, there is a higher representation of low income

minority students, 19.9% of the recipient group versus 11.8% of the survey popu-

lation.

WASHINGTON STATE NEED GRANT

The new State Need Grant Program was in its second year at the time of this survey,

Grants were directed to dependent undergraduate students. According to the re-

ported data 54.3% of tIe grant recipients were dependent students living away from

home while only 15.5% were dependent students living at home. Self-supporting

students (30.2% of the recipients and 50.7% of the survey population) reported

average grants of $580. The average grant of the dependent living at home is $270

higher than that of the dependent away from home ($480 to $210 respectively).

FEDERAL GRANTS

Of the total federal grants reported, 298 were Educational Opportunity Grants (EOG)

with an average amount of $440. Nursing and Health Professions Scholarships ac-

counted for 117 awards with an average stipend of $670.

Federal grants, particularly E.O.G.'s are directed by law to low income/disadvantagec

students. Non-whites comprise 20.7% of the federal grant recipients with average

awards of $550 for American Indians, $540 for Blacks, $600 for Chicanos, and $430

for students from Oriental/Asian backgrounds as, compared to a $490 for White re-
.

cipients.



LAW ENFORCEMENT EDUCATION PROGRAM GRANTS

Grants under this program are designed for students entering into law en-

forcement fields or for practitioners in the field who wish to continue their

education. 88.9% are Caucasian (83.2% of the survey population), while 4.0% are

American Indian (3.9% of the survey population) and 5.1% are Black (2.3% of the

survey population). Not surprisingly, 65% are self-supporting.

INSTITUTIONAL GRANTS AND SCHOLARSHIPS'

Included in this category are the full range of institutional awards including

Institutional Educational Opportunity Program grants and traineeships. The re-

cipients within this category of aid comprise 1.8% of the survey population and 1.6.5%

of those receiving grant and scholarship aid of some sort. The average award is

$405 with 70.5% of the awards being less than $400. Of this group only 48.9%

report themselvesas having been granted aid by the institution's aid office.

OTHER SCHOLARSHIPS, GRANTS, AND FELLOWSHIPS

This category includes all other noninstitutional awards reported by survey re-'

spondents. This category of aid is somewhat similar to the previous category with

62.9% of the recipients having aid amounting to $400 or less. While both the de-

pendent at home and dependent away from home reported as receiving the same per-

centage of this category of grant aid (38.0% to 37.3% respectively) the dependent at

home is receiving $300 less of an average grant aid than the dependent away from

home ($290. as compared to $590). The self-supporting student is obtaining 21.2%

of this aid which is averaging $480.



BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS (BIA)

Of the 129 students who reported receipt of BIA awards, 86 identified them-

selves as American Indians while 32 identified themselves as Caucasians, 5 as

Blacks, 1 as Chicano, 1 as Asian and 3 as "other".

Self-supporting students comprise 43.4% of the recipient group with average awards

of $1,360 while dependents living away from home representing 40.3% of the re-

cipients report stipends of $850. Dependents at home, with reported average grants

of $1,260 comprise the remaining 15.5%.

TOTAL GRANTS AND SCHOLARSHIPS

ETHNIC BACKGROUND OF RECIPIENTS

AM. INDIAN BLACK CAUCASIAN CHICANO ORIENTAL OTHER

PpRorNmArir nr,

SURVEY:

POPULATION 3.9% 2.3% 88.2% 1.2% 2.1% 2.2%

PERCENTAGE OF
RECIPIENTS 7.1% 3.1% 83.1% 2.2% 1.9% 2.5%

AVERAGE AWARD $1,140 $1,190 $600 $970 $860 $880

Both the higher percentage receiving grants and the higher average awards reflect

generally lower family incomes and the greater financial need of non-white students.

TOTAL GRANTS BY DEPENDENCY STATUS AND CLASS LEVEL

DEPENDENT
AT HOME

UNDERGRADUATES
DEPENDENT SELF
AWAY SUPPORTING

GRADUATES
SELF

DEPENDENT SUPPORTING

PERCENTAGE OF
SURVEY
POPULATION 28.9. 30.9 36.1 1.1 3.0

PERCENTAGE OF
RECIPIENTS 26.3 35.3 .35.1 .3 3.0

AVERAGE TOTAL AWARD $480 $660 $790 $1,180 $1,460
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The dependent living away from home student is more likely to receive a grant

or scholarship than are self-supporting or dependent living at'home students.

However, the self-supporting student does report the highest average stipend

of the three.undergraduate classification. The large average grants reported

by students in the "other'' category probably represents older students engaged

in a specific trade or skill programs that carry substantial stipends.

ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE OF GRANT, SCHOLARSHIP RECIPIENTS

MOSTLY' A'S MOSTLY B'S MOSTLY C'S

ALL STUDENTS 19.9% 58.8% 20.9%

GRANT RECIPIENTS 22.3% 59.6% 18.2%

While many scholarship programs reward academic excellence as was reflected in'the

four-year public section of this study, it is not surprising to find-somewhat less

yr a 5newiiig LuwaLds lilgiiLL academic achievers in the community college recipient

. group. The number. of B and C students receiving awards is a clear indication that

-generally grant' programs at the community college level are primarily concerned with

the financial need of the recipients and require only normal academic progress.

SUMMARY

In all, 2,010 students reported receiving grant or scholarship assistance with an

approximate average total award of $680. Stipends of $400 or less were held by

51.3% of the recipients with 65% of the grants being $600 or less. The dollar

value of all grants and scholarships reported was approximately $1,323,080.



STATE AND FEDERAL BENEFITS

SUMMARY

PROGRAM NUMBER OF RECIPIENTS AVERAGE AMOUNT

G. I. BILL 1,800 1,610

SOCIAL SECURITY 520 750

WELFARE 230 1,150

STATE VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION 280 810

OTHER FEDERAL OR STATE BENEFITS 410 1,020

G.I. BILL

G. I. Bill benefits are by far the most important single benefit program with 13.9%

Of,the total survey population reporting themselves to be G.I. Bill recipients.

GiVen the somewhat older average age of the veterans, it is not surprising that 84%

of the recipients are self-supporting students. Most (81.7%) G.I. Bill recipients

do not apply for additional financial assistance but 10.9% do report themselves as

aid awarded students.

The ethnic background of G.I. Bill recipients is almost identiCal to that of the

total survey population.

SOCIAL SECURITY

Of the reporting Social Security recipients, 74.8% did not apply for additional

financial assistance. The average benefit received by the non-:aid applicant group

($750) was lower than that reported by the successful aid applicant ($770) who com-

prised 13.4% of the recipients. White students (88.2% of the survey population)

represented 87.6% of the recipient group and reported the lowest average benefit ($740).

WELFARE

Within the community college segment, 225 students reported receiving welfare be-

nefits during the 1971-72 school year. Of the recipient group 76% were self-sup-

porting students with an average benefit of $1,270. Dependent students living
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away from home with an average grant of $670 received about $120 more than the

dependent at home, each with about equal representation. While 67.1% of the

recipients reported that they had not applied for financial aid this may be due

in large part to the Department of Public Assistance policy restricting outside aid

to only educationally related costs. With the low tuition and fees charged in

this sector, many welfare recipients may not feel additional resources are necessary

or coupled with training grants these educationally-related costs may be fully met.

STATE VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION AND EMPLOYMENT. SECURITY

About 2% of the survey population reported benefits under these programs. Most

of those reporting were self-supporting students (70.2%) with average benefits

of approximately $880. Dependent students living at home comprise the next largest

group with only 16.3% and average grants of $530. Dependents living away from

home had average grants of $730. Again the majority of recipients (76.2%) did

not apply for financial aid and the average benefits for non-applicants ($840)

was higher than the $640 average reported by the 13.8% of the recipients who applied

for and were awarded supplementary financial assistance.'-

OTHER FEDERAL OR STATE BENEFITS

Of those reporting to be beneficiaries of other state and federal benefits pro-

grams, 44.5% reported stipends under $400 for the year while 17.2% received stipends

over $2,000. Self-supporting students comprised 52.3% of the recipient population

(32.8% of the survey population) with average benefits of $1,320 while dependent

students (42.8% of the recipients) reported average benefits of $660.

The majority of recipients in the category (75.5%) did not seek additional

financial aid and the average stipend they reported ($1,100) was considerably



higher than the $800 reported by the 18.8% who received additional financial

assistance.

TOTAL BENEFITS

In all, 2,802 students (21.7%*of the survey popuLstion) reported receiving

some sort of federal or state benefit stipend. 0 this group, approximately 400

students received benefits Under two or more programs.

There does appear to be some correlation between family income and benefits

received. Students from families with incomes under $6000 per year comprise 22.1%

of the survey population but are 27.2% of the benefit recipients. Conversely, students

with family incomes over $18,000 per year are 18.5% of the survey population but

only 11.8% of the benefit recipients.

The aggregate dollars made available to the 2,802 recipients in the survey totaled

approximately 53,143,10b of which .52,90(3,814 is attributable to G.i. Bill benetits.

EDUCATIONAL LOANS

SUMMARY

PROGRAM NUMBER OF BORROWERS AVERAGE AMOUNT BORROWED

FEDERAL LOANS (NURSING, HEALTH PRO-
FESSIONS AND NATIONAL DEFENSE STU-
DENT LOANS) 669 659

(N.D.S.L. LOANS ONLY) (491) (583)

LAW ENFORCEMENT EDUCATION LOANS 95 471

FEDERALLY INSURED STUDENT LOANS 564 1017

INSTITUTIONAL LONG-TERM LOANS 64 643

OTHER LOANS (8) 682



FEDERAL LOANS

Of the 669 federal loans reported by the sLIrvey respondents, 178 am Nursing or

Health Professions loans With an average .mount borrowed of approximately $870.

The National Defense Student Loan is the largest of the campus based federal

loan programs and 491 recipients reported an average loan of $580 under this

program. NonLwhite students.(11.8% of the survey.population) are 17.5% of the

borrowers with American Indian and Chicanery .students borrowing with a frequency

two and four and one-half times their respective representation in the survey

population. Dependent living away from home students are over-represented in

the borrowing population (52.8% of the borrowers versus 23.4% of the survey pop-

ulation). Average loans are the largest for self-supporting students (over $730)

and least for dependents living away($620).

LAW ENEURCEMENT EDUCATION PROGRAM LOANS (L.E.E.P.)

Ninty-five students report borrowing an average of $470 under this program with

59 of the 95 recipients reporting themselves as self-supporting students. Of the

borrowers, 83 are White and 81 are full-time students.

FEDERALLY-INSURED STUDENT LOANS (F.I.S.L.

As previously noted, the non-white students were overrepresented in the borrowing

population under the campus based federal loan programs. Conversely, they re-

present only 7.3% of the F.I.S.L. borrowers (but 11.8% of the survey population).

Non -white students also report average F.I.S.L. loans that range from $70 to $270

below the $1,020 average reported by White students.

Self-supporting students represent 44% of the borrowers and report average loans

of $1,010. Dependent students living at home are least likely to borrow and report

an average loan of $1050. Dependent students living away from home report loans



BORROWING PATNERIIS FOR SELECTED SUB - POPULATIONS

(Continued)
PERC:NTAGE OF
SUR'7Y
POFTLATION

PERCENTAGE OF
BORROWING
POPULATION AVERAGE LOAN

UNDERGRADUATE

DEPENDENT AT HOME 28_3% 15.0% $ 950

DEPENDENT AWAY FROM Hol2 37:-.3% 43.3% 760

SELF SUPPORTING 3E-I% 38.6% 720

GRADUATE

DEPENDENT 1-1% .2% 2,680

SELF-SUPPORTING 3.0% 3.0% 1,120

ETHNIC BACKGROUND

AMERICAN INDIAN 3.9% 5.4% 610

BLACK 2.3% 2.1% 850

CAUCASIAN 88.2% 86.7% 890

CHICANO .6% 2.2% 980

ORIENTAL/ASIAN 2.1% .5% 1,060

OTHER 2.2% 2.7% 1,150

As the table indicates, the borrowing population is about equal in men to women with

the average loan for men being somewhat greater. Dependent students living away

from home are slightly more relient on loans'than self-supporting students and a

great deal more so than dependents at home. While about one-half of the dependent

students living at home borrow those that do average $180 and $230 more than the

dependent away from home and the self-supporting respondents.

American Indian and Chicano students are more likely to borrow than White, Asians,

and Blacks, with Asian and "others" borrowing the highest average amounts and American

Indian and Blacks taking -e smallest average loans.



The 1,424 responding borrowers represent 11% of the total sur-:ey population.

Of those borrowing, approximately 149 students report borrowing under two or more

programs. Loans under $400 accounted for 21.8% of the totals while 5.5% of the

respondents indicated total loans in excess of $2000 during the school year.

Most borrowers (52.5%) reported themselves as aid recipients and the great majority

(92.3%) were full-time students.

During the 1971-72 academic year, approximately $1,251,700 was borrowed by the

students in the survey population with an average loan of $880.

STUDENT EMPLOYMENT

TERM-TIME SUMMARY

PROGRAM NUMBER EMPLOYED AVERAGE EARNINGS

COLLEGE WORK-STUDY PROGRAM 1120 $ 520

ASSISTANTSHIPS, TEACHING OR
RESEARCH 330 1,560

ON-- CAMPUS EMPLOYMENT (NON-

WORK-STUDY) 1010 490

OFF-CAMPUS EMPLOYMENT. 4060 810

SUMMER EMPLOYMENT SUMMARY*

PROGRAM NUMBER EMPLOYED AVERAGE EARNINGS

COLLEGE WORK-STUDY PROGRAM 389 $ 497

ASSISTANTSHIPS, TEACHING OR
RESEARCH 134 1,045

ON-CAMPUS EMPLOYMENT (NON-
WORK STUDY) 286 53.8

OFF- CAMPUS EMPLOYMENT ,56'83 1,127

* The summer earnings question asked,for the net return from
summer earnings that was available for school-year expenses.

Most students apparently responded accurately but there were



* (Continued)

indications that some of the responses gave total gross earn-
ings. The average used for the analysis are called summer
earnings but they are an understatement of gross earnings
and an overstatement of savings derived from summer earnings.

COLLEGE WORK-STUDY 'PROGRAM

Of the students indicating term-time work-study earnings, 43.8% earned less than

$400'during the school year. By law, priority for work-study jobs is given

to students from low income families. It is therefore not surprising that 15.9%

of those employed were non-white. All minority groups were overrepresented in the

work-study population except students from Chicano and Asian backgrounds. These

latter two groups had employment percentages that equalled their percentage of the

survey population.

Self-supporting and dependent students away from home reported earnings of $580

and $500 respectively, which is not significantly higher than the $550 reported

by dependent students living at home. Considerably more dependent students away

from home work than do dependent students living at home (42.6% to 24.9% respectively).

Significantly fewer students (389 versus 1122) are employed in college work-study

jobs during the summer. Non-white students repeat the same pattern as they demon-

strate during the term by being generally overrepresented in the college work-study

population.

aelf-supporting students who were 31.1% of the term-time work force are 41.4% of

the summer work force.

ASSISTANTSHIPS, TEACHING OR RESEARCH

In all, 327 Students reported term-time assistant ships with approximate average

earnings of $1160,

This overall average was a product-of a large number of stipends over $2500 per year



(35.5%) and 24.5% over $3000 per year. The distribution of assistantships by

dollar amounts shows an interesting pattern with a steadily decreasing percentage

of awards down to the $1500 level then a mirror image increase from that point on.

AMOUNT OF GRANT PERCENT OF TOTAL

$1 to $200
$201 to $400
$401 to $600
$601 to$1000
$1001 to $1500
$1501 to $2000
$2001 to $2500
$2501 to $3000
$3001 and above

20.2%
12.2

8.6

8.3
1.8

6.1

7.3
11.0

24.5

An analysis of assistantships by ethnic background of those employed reveals that

Caucasians provide the overall thrust of this decrease-increase pattern with

American Indians adding to the lower stipends and Asians to the higher. American.

/ 4°, ..... 0, ( °/.--" -C^ 4-1.^

survey population). Blacks and Chicanos show the same representation as they do the

survey population, but Whites, Asians and "others are underrepresented. While the

Asians are underrepresented all are receiving in excess of $1000 and five out of the

six are in excess'of $3000.

From the undergraduate respondents, self-supporting students (22% of the recipients)

report average earnings of $1000 as contrasted with the $2640 average for graduate

students (42.2% of recipients and 3.5% of the survey population) and a $370 average

for dependents at home (15.5% of recipients) and $630 for dependents away from home

(18.3% of recipients).

Most (70%) holders'of assistantships do not apply for other financial aid but 19.6%

did consider themselves aid applicant recipients and 10.4% were aid applicants

denied additional assistance.
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,timmer assistantships show an interesting shift, with the Caucasians and Asians

.illereasi,:g while the "other" remains fairly constant and American Indians, Blacks,

and Chicanos dropping, in some cases, radically.

ETHNIC BACKGROUND
OF ASSISTANTSHIP RECIPIENTS

AMERICAN
INDIAN BLACKS .CAUCASIANS CHICANO. ASIAN OTHERS

'TERM-TIME 6.3 3.2 84.1 1.3 1.8 3.2

SUMMER 0.7 1.5 88.8 .7 5.2 3.0

Summer assistantships shift from the self-supporting undergraduate to the dependent

undergraduates and the .special student group graduate. Graduate average awards

drop froth termtime by about $1000 to $1540 for graduate dependent and $1710 for

graduate self-supporting. The self-supporting undergraduate average also dropped

$430 from $1010 to $580.

ON-CAMPUS EMPLOYMENT, NON-WORK-STUDY

Most term-time jobs consisting of seemingly rather short working periods with 50.6%

of the respondents indicating earnings of under $400 and only 8.5% reported earnings

of over $1000 for the school year. Most of the jobs in this category went to de-

pendent students living away from home (61.5%) of the working students but-with only

$10 more in av,:rage earnings than that of the lowest (dependent at home with $450).

Self-supporting undergraduates were 16.6% of those employed and averaged $590.

Comparable figures for dependent graduate and self-supporting graduate were .3%,

$820 and 2.1%, $1130 respectively. Again, the majority (70.1%) of the students

holding jobs on campus did not apply for financial aid. The summer on-campus work



force (286 students) is more than one-third of the size as the term-time work

force (1006) but the earnings pattern (56.0% under $440) remains much the same.

Undergraduate dependent away from home students are a larger portion of the summer

respondents (53.4%) but their summer earnings are lower ($500) than those reported

by the self-supporting ($770) but the same as dependent at home undergraduates.

OTHER ET,TLOYMENT (OFF CAMPUS)

;Dependent undergraduates living at home are most likely to be working off-campus

(41.5% and 28.9% of the working and survey population respectively). Average earnings

ranged from a low of $630 for dependent graduates through dependent undergraduate at

home ($780), and self-supporting undergraduates ($940) to the high of $1020 for self-

supporting graduates. In all, 4057 students worked off campus during the school

year (31.3% of the population surveyed) with an overall mean of $810.

I, inn I tri .r .01 4-.1/o vt. Lue bULVCy popuiaLioui LepoLL orf-campus

summer earnings. Minority students who had reported wcking more often than Whites

in on- campus jobs Are underrepresented in the summer off-campus job population.

Probably an indication of the continuing difficulties encountered by .non-white

students in getting summer jobs in the open market. Chicano students also reported

the smallest average term-:time earnings ($140) while the Blacks who had obtained

jobs reported the highest average (1580) versus $470 for Whites and $640 for Asian

students.

Undergraduate dependent away students are overrepresented in summer employment with

52.4% of the summer employed jobs (30.9% of the survey population) and the lowest

income average ($500) but self- supporting students reported the highest average

summer earnings .($770). Dependent students at. home and away reported average-summer

earnings of $500.
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TOTAL EMPLOYMENT

In all, 8,304 students (64.2% of the total population) reported some earnings

during the summer and school year 1971-72. Of the respondents, 25.1% report

aggregate earnings of under $600 while 17.1% earned more than $3000 for the Year.

Students who did not apply for aid earned more ($1820 average) than did aid re-

cipients ($1380 average). There was no noticeable change in employment patterns by

the reported family incomes of students with the exception of the two highest ranges.

Students from the $15,000-$17,999 range worked 6.5% less than the average and the

$18,000 and up range students are 3.8% above the average. Thus, students from

families with over $18,000 per year income are more likely to work than students

from under $6,000 per year income families although the latter do report higher

earnings ($1730 average) than the former ($1610).

EARNING PATTERNS OF SELECTED SUB-POPULATIONS
PERCENTAGE
SURVEY.

POPULATION

OF PERCENTAGE OF
WORKING
POPULATION AVERAGE EARNINGS

MEN 56.8 60.6 $2,110

WOMEN 43.2 39.4 1,100

UNDERGRADUATE

LIVING AT HOME 28.9 9.1 1,420

LIVING AWAY FROM HOME 30.9- 34.3 1,280

SELF-SUPPORTING 36.1 20.4 2,380

GRADUATE

DEPENDENT 1.1 1.0 1,890

SELF-SUPPORTING 3.0 2.8 3,240



There were little differences it the percentages of students working in different

ethnic groups. Blacks were underrepresented by .7% in the total working population

as were Chicanos by .5% and Caucasian students overrepresented by 1.5%. All other

groups were within .2% of their representation in the total survey population.

Average earnings, however, did seem to be influenced by ethnic background as a con-

siderable variance exists. Employed Black students reported annura earnings aver-

aging $1560 as contrasted with $1720 for Chicanos, $1530 for Asian American students,

$1730 for Whites and $1840 for American Indians.

Part -time students (11.2% of those employed) reported annual earnings of $2300- -

substantially higher than the $1640 average for full-time students. As the table

indicated graduate self-supporting students and men all earn substantially more than

dependent, undergraduates and women.

Total earnings of approximately $14,291,000 were reported by 8304 students for

average annual earnings of $1/21 plus dollars for those employed of about $1110

per head for -the 12,931 students in the survey population.

TOTAL SELF-HELP

In all, 65.6% of the survey population report working or borrowing to help meet

educational expenses during the 1971-72 school year. Of this group, 22.4% report

total self-help of under $600 while 19.0% report self-help of over $3000 for the

year.

There are slight differences in the representation of students reporting self-

help by ethnic background with Whites at 89.7% (1.5% above their survey represen-

tation) and Blacks and Chicano and Indians dropping slightly in their represen-

tation. Men (55.1% reporting self-help and 56.8% of the survey population) are

somewhat more likely to work than-are women (36.5% reporting self-help and 43.2%



of the survey population) and thus men report higher average self-help ($2160

versus $1230).

With an average reported self-help of $1800 for the total survey population, Blacks

reported $1540 in average self-help as compared to $1810 for Whites, $1620 for

Chicanos, and $1520 and-$1960 for Asian/American and American Indian students re-

spectively.

Self-supporting graduate students report $3290 in self -help as compared to $1770

for dependent graduate students and $2420 for self-supporting undergraduates.

Dependent undergraduates reported self-help in the $1410 to $1480 range.

TOTAL AID

Total aid excludes all employment except college work-study and all federal and

state benefits and personal savings and parental. support. It does include the

full range of student loans and also all fellowships, grants and scholarships in-

cluding those not based on financial need.

ETHNIC BACKGROUND OF AID RECIPIENTS'

AM. INDIANS BLACK CAUCASIAN CHICANO ASIAN OTHER

PERCENT OF ETHNIC
GROUP RECEIVING
AID 37.9% 26.7% 26.6% 35.3% 20.4% 31.8%

AVERAGE TOTAL AID $600 $500 $310 $550 $30C. $300

Non-white students represent 13.5% of the aided population k11.8% of the survey

population) and consistantly report higher total aid ($350) than the majority White

population. The highest figure reported is the $1600 average for Black students

but a good part of this would be a reflection of the higher total selfhelp reported

by Blacks. As total aid normally bears an inverse relationship to family income,

it would be normal for non-white students with lower family incomes to need and rc-



ceive more aid, more often.

Seven percent of the students reporting aid had total aid in excess of $3000 while

59.5% had aid below the $1110 mean for all ad recipients. Of the 244 respondents

with total aid over $3000, 85 (38.8%)were in the special graduate student category

and an additional 86 were self-supporting undergraduates.

The distribution between undergraduates dependent at home, dependent away,

self-supporting and the graduate dependent and self7supporting were all constant

to their survey representetion-

Total aid of $3,874,630 was reported by 3475 recipients during the 1971-72 school

year. If to this we add the $10,342,110 of non-work-study and off campus earnings

reported, we get student directed or initiated resources of $4,216,730 an average

of $1100 per student in the survey population..



CHAPTER VII - PART A

PROJECTING 'STUDENT NEEDS

The measurement of the gap between student resources and student needs in the

second part of this chapter is a straight forward analysis of the SRS responses.

It, therefore, carries with it several limitations of the SRS format.

Students were asked to report their costs and resources. If all students operated

on a balanced budget, one would expect that the results would show resources equal

to costs or a surplus of resources over costs. In fact, almost 30% of the respond-

ents indicated a resource deficit. It is these students whose needs are project

in Part B.

Several cautions must be expressed to those who would interpret the reports.

These are:

A. No attempt was made to interpret student budgets. A student who had the

resources to live at a subsistence level and reported resources equal to

the budget was not considered to have a need gap even thongh Lie/he may

have been living below the poverty level.

B. Similarly, students who reported budgets that indicated a high cost of

living pattern ands, a shortfall of resources to meet their costs were con-

sidered to have gaps even though the living standard may have been higher

than society could reasonably be expected to support

C. Perception differences where direct out-of-pOcket expenses were reported

rather than total costs and resources (including parental expenditures on

hoth side of the ledger) were not adjusted; thus, underestimates of both

costs and resources do exist.

D. No judgements were made on the type of resources reported by students.

If a student had financed his education by excessive hours of work and

heavy borrowing, he/she was not considered to have a deficit if resources

approximated costs.
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E. As previously noted, mid-points of dollar ranges were used in the analysis.

Small deficits or surplusses ($200 - $300) may well-result from the use of

mid-points rather thali being indicative-of actual conditions.

In projecting actual needs for the purposes of legislation and financing, these

cautions must be kept in mind.

A. The identification of realistic budget standards for students, budgets that

identify a living standard that society could reasonably be .expected to

support.

. B. The establishment of reasonable self-help expectations (loans and employment

earnings) that would set the normal student contribution towards-educational

costs.

C. The identification of the length of time over-which.society should assist

a student in meeting college costs including the possibility of differehtial

financial aid at different class :Levels.

These assumptions, once identified, could be applied to the SRS data to produce pro-

jeCtions of the students need for financial assistance in paying for post-secondary'.

education.
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CHAPTER VII PART n

THE GAP IN FINANCIAL RESOURCES AND AID (SRS)

The analysis of the survey responses included a determination of individual and

aggregate student financial needs remaining after all resources and financial aid

were subtracted from college expense budgets. It is apparent from the results

that'the costs of attending college in Washington pose a real barrier to some stu-

dents and disproportionate hardships to others. Although these students now in

college are somehow making ends meet, the lack of financial resources results in

unequal opportunities and unreasonable sacrifices for many needy students and their

families. Without additional funds, a number of students indicate that they have

no other recourse but to stop-out or drop-out of college.

Twenty-eight percent of the total survey respondents showed a deficit in financial

resources averaging $1080, with a median deficit of $635. As average deficit figures

are exaggerated by graduate and self-supporting student data, medians were calculated

to better represent the shortage of resources experienced by most students. Applying

the median deficit against the entire survey population, there is a median per capita

deficit of $180, or a total of almost $5 million dollars' additional in resources and

aid required to fully meet the college costs of these students. Projecting these

figures for the total Washington State Higher Education enrollment in September of

1971, approximately $36 million dollars more in resources and aid would have been

required to meet the need of every student.

The private college respondents to the survey had the largest gaps between budgets

and resources averaging $740 for 36% of the total. The public four-year institu-

tions followed with 28% having median deficits of $680 and 26% of the community col

lege students had deficits of $550.

When parental incomes are considered, the largest deficits ($780) are found for 20%

of the total responding group, with income levels of less than .$6000. Fifty-two

percent are below $12,000 in income, with the large remainder apparently representing

a high proportion of the self7supporting population or those others unable to realize

the support from their parents that might be expected. The pattern is similar for



each segment of higher education,

STUDENTS WITH FINANCIAL DEFICITS (NEED AFTER ALL RESOURCES AND AID)
PUBLIC 4-YEAR
INSTITUTIONS

N %

10,462

TOTAL RESPONDENTS WITH
DEFICITS 2,944 28%

AVERAGE FINANCIAL DEFICIT $1,005

MEDIAN FINANCIAL DEFICIT 680

TOTAL PER CAPITA. DEFICIT 190

SEX MEDIANS AND PERCENTAGE
WITH DEFICITS

MALE $ 490 24%

FEMALE 540 33

1'9I-INTr RAr.unDmmn furmTms

AND PERCENTAGE)

AMERICAN INDIAN $ 820 39%

ZLACK/NEGRO 800 39

CAUCASIAN 510 27

SPANISH AMERICAN 790 31

ASIAN/FILIPINO 1,120 34

OTHER. 480 44

APPLIED TOR FINANCIAL AID
(MEDIANS AND PERCENTAGE)

NO $ 490 67%

YES - GRANTED 730 21

YES - INELIGIBLE 480 6

YES - NO FUNDS 820 4

YES - NO REASON 505 2

INDEPENDENT COIDIUNITY TOTAL
INSTITUTIONS COLLEGES SAMPLE

N

4,230

1,505

:$1,295

740

265

$ 875

780

740

1,100

730

310

750

690

$ 730

740-

675

1,240

675

% N %

12,931

36% 3,380 26%

$1,050

550

145

31% $ 500 21%

40 640 33

42% $ 500 27%

39 410 32

35 505 26

23 510 28 f

51- 750 33

52 510 42

61% $ 510 76%

30 500 16

5 . 870 4

3 1,590 3

1 150 1

N

27,623

7,829 28%

$1,080

635

180

565 24%

625 34

670 32%

685 35

545 27

575 28

920 36

720 32

540 71%

655 20

650 4

1,190 3

440 2



The financial deficit data were also evaluated with the question of plans to

return to college e following tarn. With deficits averaging .40, 93% of

the total expressedi.7r intentions .rzo continue, Six percent with deficits of

$610 indicated theLr :11±1=s, to stop-ou and return later; 3.% with deficits of $900

plant drop-out and mar:return. The patterns and percentages were:very similar

for each segment.

The stop-out and drop-out students represent attrition directly traceable to the

lack of sufficient resources, 2.1% of the total sample. On the hypothesis that

these students would continue enrollment if their resources were at least equal

to those of others in the sample xemaining,in college, they would have to be

identified and provided assistance in..the amount of $100,210. Proceeding on

this same "demand" theory and projecting this response to the entire Washington

Fall of 1971 enrolled student population, approximately $718,000 additional dol-

lars in resources and aid would be required.

STUDENTS WITH FINANCIAL DEFICITS

In identifying aid resource gaps, especially for low-income students, it is im-

portant to recognize other data from tiblizs survey that indicate low-income stu-

dents are already workin=mad borrowing significantly more than their middle-

income classmates. Abo E. . ""reasonable' self-help level, these students require

financial assistance in thelorm of grunts. If the same level of self. aelp were

held for all_ students, diazicits for thaaa in the middle-income ranges cuuld be

reduced with some grant but prima=lay with loan:and work assistance. Those

from ,high income families.; Nath resource gaps should be assisted almost exclu-

sively through employment; amd loan opportunities.

It is interesting to note that 71% of all students with deficits of $540 in re-

sources indicated that they had not applied to their institution for financial

aid. In the community colleges, 76% of the students with-remaining need of $510



had not applied for aid. For the privates, it was 61% with deficits of $730 and

for the public four-year institutions, 67% with $490 had deficits.

Twenty percent (20%) Of the total responding group with deficits had applied. for

and received aid,.but still showed- a deficit. of $655. .Another group of 4% with

almost the same deficit-amount, $655, had applied for aid, but were told that they

were ineligible. Three percent with large. deficits af $1190 were told that the

institution had insufficient funds to help them and.:2% with smaller resource gaps.

of $440.were denied-aid with no reason given. The._ private institutions had the

highest percentage (30%) of.their students receiving aid that also indicated de-

ficits amounting to $740. The community colleges had the lowest percentage (16%)

of aided students showing deficits.

In examining gaps in resources, one other set of data appear to be significant.

Female students are more likely to have deficits (34%) than is true for the men

(24%), and the median-deficit is higher, $625 compared to $565. This pattern is

maintained- with each of the segments of higher education showing significamtlyH

more women vial deficits.

Although not as marked, a higher percentage of all minority students have larger

deficits than is true for Caucasian- students Twenty-seven .percent (27: %)- the

total respondent group of Caucasian students indiCate median defitits of $545 as

compared with 32% of American Indians with deficits of $670; 35% Black.students

with $685 resource gaps; $575 deficits for_28% of the Spanish:Americans; and $920

gaps for 36%.of the Asian/Filipino students. This pattern hnlds true.-.for all seg-

ments with the largest degree of difference shown responses from the four-

year public institutions.

The majority of students in the survey sample (51%) with deficits of $550 are de-

pendent undergraduates living away from home. The next largest group (30%) are

self-supporting with resource gaps of $785. Thirteen percent with deficits of $385

are undergraduates living at home; 2% are dependent graduates with $825 deficits
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and 4% are self-supporting graduates with gaps of $780; Although the percentages

vary significantly, -the pattern of deficits by dependency status hold. true to form

for all segments of higher education.

In summary, it is possible to use this data on financial deficits to estimate. the

'Shortage in resources and student aid, institution by institution, by segment and

for the entire state. Depending upon assumptions and variables used, it is possi-

ble to estimate additional resources required in the state. ranging from $700,000

to $36 million. Additional grant assistance isrequiredlIza close the gap for low

and middle-income families and_additional selfhelp assistance is needed for all

-students. The vast majority of students plan to A, tinue their education despite

a shortage in resources, but there appeats to be a breakg point beyond which

students plan to drop-out or .stop7out. Most of the students with remaining need

eve not applied for student aid, and it appears that extra efforts are needed to

inform these individuals of student aid opportunities. Wen and minority students

Indicate that they more often have deficIts in resources andin larger amounts

than is true for the typical uthite male students in highem:education. Real finan-

cialbarriers do .exist for many college students in Washington and the opportunities

are not equal.



CHAPTER VIII

SPECIAL STUDENT CROUPS

In the past decade, higher education and society in general have become increas-

ingly'aware of the special problem facing certain of its constituantgroups part-

icularly ethnic minorities, and more recently, women. This chapter attempts to

compare selected-profile-and financial data for. these groups with the survey popu-.

lation norms. Four sub-populations are considered: Women, Black/Afro American

students, Chicano/Mexican American and other Spanish-Speaking .students, and

Oriental/Asian American students (including Filipinos-)!. A separate analysis of

the Indian /Native. American respondents was also planned for the section

but, as noted in .Chapter LII, the number of American Indian. respondents seems to

be. significantly overstated and the data too questionable to- sustain an analysis.

BLACK STUDENTS

The Black studentis much more likely to live _away from. home then is the total

student.body. For7anstance, only 8.7% of community College- Black students live at

_home ,.compared to 26...5% of the total group. The exception to this pattern is found

attendingTprivate'schools (10.8% .BlaCk students live at home vs. 8.4% of

all students), Black .students are also more likely to be self-supporting. The

-mostistriking example of this is found at the private schools (51.8% of Black stu-

dents are self-supporting competed to only 19,4% of the total enrollment). The

smallest difference between self-supporting Blacks and the total enrollment is

found at community colleges (42.7% Black students compared-to 32.9% of the total).

(see Table. 1, Appendix VIII).

The Black student is more likely to be married except at the community college where

the perCentages are nearly the same (28.4% married Black students vs 27.8% of the

total group). The greatest difference is at four-year public institutions (32.7%



of Blacks are married as compared to only 24.47 of the total enrollment). Private

.schools report that 23.4% of their Black students-are married vs 16-2% of all stu-

dents.. The smallest percentage of separated, divorced or widowed students are also.

reported at private institutions. (see Table 1, Appendix VIII)-

At the community colleges, more Black students aspire to a bathelorts degree or

hither (63.4 %) than is true of the survey pu.plulation However,, the percent'

mf all public four-year institution studentsagipiring to this leve.T is .10 percent

iiigher than it for Black students (94.8% vsH84.2%). An extremelv.high percentage

-of-Baack students attending four-year institutions intend to complpy. .a doctorate,

31.6' as contrasted to 21.9% for the total student population.

IZELliBlack students generally have highereducational aspiratIons thir grade

paht. averages are reported to be lower in air?: three-types olE..InstLtutions. The

.comparative 'mean grade point averages as rupociited by the students are:

rvr, T'VTOTTTITMT/Wth
.1. 1.. 1 V V a. 1.- 4.1

`Two -Year Institutions

.our-Year.Public Institutions.

Tourrear Private Institutions

-T7Tr A nrr r

2.94

2_ 59

rrnmN17 ",CMITT.117,71, nnn-1,

2.93

a.05.

:2.94

e Mack student tends to be equally .persistent in his education. ::More. Blacks

AZ) than the total group (80 %) plan to meturn next fall. This pattern is not

camoitstent.at four-year public' institutions 'where 73.5% of the Black .students will

retain compared to 78.7% of the total student. body. (see Table 2, Appendix VIII).

The parental income of the Black student is considerably lower than that of the

total student bOdy for all three types of institutions. The greatest difference

occurs at the private schools where the mean parental income of Black students is

slightly over one-half of that for the total student body ($7520 vs $14,670).

There is also a substantial difference in parental income found at the four-year

public institutions ($7810 for Blacks compared to $13,960 for the total). There

is a slight leveling off.of this pattern at the community colleges ($9680 for Blacks
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compared to $11,450 for the total). The percentage of Black students with parental

incomes of less than $6000 is much larger- than it is for the total sample;. the enr-

parative percentages are:

TYPES OF INSTITUTIONS BLACKS TOTAL STUDENT a MY

Two-Year Institutions 45.9% 22.1%

Four-Year Public Institutions 41.0 15.8

.Four-Year Private Institutions 51.3 14.g

As might be expected, the. parenh=.11 contribution reported by Blacks is Iowan

the survey norm. The only exception to this pattern-is at the community:ocal.:.

where Black students report a higher contribution ($580) than the total grate? 7,'.440)

even though the mean expected. (College Scholarship Service contribution is law=

($1280 vs $030).

In all three types of institutions. Black students are more likely to apply -ti.r____

receive financial assistance. This is especially true at four-year private -c1.-',ILIacc-071s

where 60.9% of Black students apply for aid vs 37.4%. The percentage of -.1.gFEZI.

applicants decreases at the community colleges (27.5 % of Black students compia.-

to 21.9% of the total number of students). (see Table 3, Appendix VIII). Aer

percentage of Blacks also receive aid in all three types of institutions:

TYPES OF INSTITUTIONS. BLACKS TOTAL STUDENT BODY

Two-Year Institutions 9 Li% 15.0%

Four-Year Public Institutions 43.0 19.3

.0Four-Year Private Institutions; 40 28.1

At all but private institutions, the Black students report a higher average budget

for nine months than does the total student body. The differences are explained ay-

higher room and board costs (except at community colleges), clothing, recreation

miscellaneous expenses). To help meet this higher budget, the Black student earm

more and borrows more. (see Table 4, Appendix VIII).
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CHICANO STUDENTS

Those students in the survey population who reported themselves to-be Chicano/

Mexican American or Other Spanish-Speaking American reported grade point averages

slightly less than reported by the total group. The greatest difference occurs at

the private institutions where the grade point average difference is .21. The

following table compares Chicanos with-the total enrollment:

TYPES OF INSTITUTIONS CHICANOS TOTALSTUDENT BODY

Two-Year Institutions 2.91 2.93

Four-Year Public Institutions 2.98 3.05

Four-Year Private Institutions 2,73 2.94

The educational aspirations of Chicanos are slightly lower than those expressed by

the total student survey. The largest difference in Chicano's intending to receive

a bachelor's degree.or more occurs at-four-year private institutions (86.4%. Chicanos

plan on a bachelor's degree or more compared with 92..8% of the ..survey population)-.

The averages at four-year public .institutions are $8,319 for Chicano families and

$13,975 for the total survey. The .Chicano student also conies from a family with

significantly lower income than the average reported for the total survey population.

Chicanos attending private institutions indicate a difference of $2745 ($11,925 for

Chicanos, $14,670 for the total). In the community colleges, Chicanos show a sig-

nificant difference ($7048 vs $11,956). When students from families with incomes

of less than $6000 were compared, the Chicano made up a considerably larger percent-

age of this group at all segments:

TYPES OF INSTITUTIONS CHICANOS TOTAL STUDENT BODY

Two-Year Institutions 54.0% 22.1%

Four -Year Public Institutions 43.5 15.8

Four-Year Private Institutions 30.0 14.9



Given the lower faMily income, it is not surprising that parental contribution is

also lower than the total population mean_ Chicanos from community colleges re-

port a sizeable difference in funds from home compared to the total group ($180. for

Chicanos vs $440 for the total). The most dramatic difference, however, occurs at

four-year public institutions where the difference in expected contribution is $430

($200 for Chicanos compared to $630 for the total). The differential at four-year

private institutions is .the smallest ($830 for Chicanos, $1000 for the total group).
.

(see Table 5, Appendix VIII).

Chicanos tend to work about the same number. of hours at all three types of insti-

tutions. It is interesting,the note that although. Chicanos work about the same,

their earnings are much lower. Community college Chicano students earn 92.7% of

the average earnings for the total population; four-year public institutions Chicano

students earn 87.9% of that total; and in four-year private institutions, the com-

parable figure is 88-.2%.

Chicanos borrow less at two-year and foUr-year public institutions to meet their

expenses. Chicanos attending four-year private institutions borrow slightly more

($1,990 for Chicanos, $1,720 for the total gr-Oup). .(see Table 5, Appendix VIII).

ASIAN/ORIENTAL AND FILIPINO STUDENTS

The Asian/Oriental and Filipino background student comprises 3% of the total survey

population,- They represent 3.9% of the survey population in all four-year institu-

tions and 2.1% of the community college sample. Asian American students are the

largest minority group in the Washington SRS Study, and their responses to the SRS

questionnaire differ significantly in many areas from the responses of the total

survey population.

Asian/Oriental American students have substantially higher academic aspirations than

the-total student group. This expectation difference is Most noticeable at the
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doctorate level where 36.7% of the Asian American students at the senior public

institutions indicated their desire to complete a doctoral program as compared to

21.9% for the survey sample. Comparable doctoral aspiration levels at the inde-

pendent institutions and community colleges (Asian American first) are 19.6% and

16.9% and 18.3% and 8.6% respectively. The Asian. student is almost more persistent

than his classmates with approximately 4% more. Asian Americans reporting that they

will return to school in the fall. Academically, there is no appreciable difference

in the grade average of Asian background students and the total student body.

The Asian American also reports what can only be interpreted as a more consistent

and traditional family relationship. He is much less likely to be self-supporting

than are most students and is more likely to be a single dependent student living

with his parents. The family relationship is demonstrated most clearly by the

responses to the parental suppor_ %uestions. In all three segments, Asian American

students report mean famil%. L,comes of from $1800 to $3400 per year less than the

mean income of all other students; yet the average amount of parental support is

from $30 to $140 higher than the total survey average. Asian/Oriental parents ap-

parently make the greatest finandial sacrifice of any reporting group in assuring

a higher education for their children.

Asian background students are more likely to seek financial aid than the total sam-

ple population, but are less likely to receive aid. They tend to borrow more (if

less often) at the community colleges and independent colleges and universities, but

report a lower indebtedness at the public four-year institutions.

Asian Americans also report working an average of from 1 to 31/2 hours less per week

during the school year than the total survey population and as a result of the fewer

hours worked term -time and lower summer earnings, report annual earnings $400 to $800

below that of the total population. One of the most prevalent trends identified from

the SRS data is the large number of students seeking or being forced to seek finan-

cial and legal emancipation, This trend is noticeable among the Oriental/Asian and



Filipino American students but does not occur as frequently as it does among the

total population. Most of the characteristics displayed by this group of .students

would fall into the histotic and traditional categories of the average American

students as he was 'thought of five to ten years ago. (see Tables 6 & 7, Appendix

VIII for documentation of this section).

WOMEN STUDENTS

At both the graduate and undergraduate level, women are much less likely to be self-

supporting than men which very likely relates to the fact that a greater percentage

of men than women who are attending college are married, At the community college,

23.8% of women are self-supporting as compared with 44% of the men; at the four-year

public, institution, 21.8% are married as compared with 41% and 12.3% as compared

with 31.7% at the private college. Women and men are least likely to be self-sup

porting at the private colleges. Only at the community college level are Women more

likely to live at home than men (27.7% vs 26.1%) while at the private college, men

are more likely to reside at home (8.6% men vs 7.8% women). At the four-year public

university level, the same percent of men reported living at home as did women.

(see Table 9, Appendix VIII).

Women students in all institutions are more likely to be:single than men - 68.9% vs

63.8% at the community college; 87.9% women in four-year publics vs 75.6% men at

same; and 79.1% women vs 67,1% men in private institutions. (see Table 9, Appendix

VIII).

Women are also less likely to pursue advanced degrees than men as is evidenced in

responses at all levels. Of the women respondents, 24',;6% in the community colleges

indicated their plan to pursue degrees beyond the bachelor's degree (31.7% of men)-;

comparable figures are 47.2% of the women vs 64.7% men at the four-year publics while

43% of the women expressed aspirations fOr advanced degrees at the private institu7

tions vs 58.6%-:of the men. In spite of their lower, educational aspirations, women

perform better academically than men at all institutional levels': 3.O CPA Vs 2.9r
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at the community college; 3.1 vs 3.0 at the four-year public college/university;

and 3.0 compared with 2.9 in the private institution. The persistence rate for

women', in spite of their better academic successes, is consistently and, in the

case of community college students, significantly less than for men. At the two-

'year level, only 83.9% of the women reported they would return for the next aca-

demic year or graduate at the end of the .eurrent one as compared with 97.6% of

the men. At the four-year public level, the difference in persistence between

women and men is very little, 927% vs 95.2% and the same is true for those attend-

ing private institutions, 95.7% vs 96,4 %. (see Table 10, Appendix VIII).

The mean parental income for women is slightly greater than that for men at the

community college ($12,680 vs $11,670) and public four-year institutions ($14,610

vs $13,920); but the mean parental income for men at four-year independent schools

is greater for .men than for women ($15, 010 vs $14,840). In the consideration of

low-income families, fewer women than men come from family income levels under

$6000 at the community college (19.4% women vs 22.6% men) and four-year public in-

stitution (13% vs 15.7%). In the private school, both men and women are equally

likely to be from families with incomes under $6000.

The CSS expected parental contribution for women is about the same as for men at the

community college level ($1580 as compared with $1540 for men), but at the four

year public level, it is significantly. less than for men ($1860 vs $1920) even

though women reported higher mean average incomes than did the men. At the inde-

pendent institution, the CSS expected contribution was greater for men than for

women. ($1980 for the men vs $1850 for the women); but the mean income for men was

also .higher in this segment ($45,010 men and $14,840 for women). Although CSS cal-

culations. in all cases but one indicate that men students should receive greater

. parental support than women, this is not in fact the case. WoMen reported re-

ceiving slightly higher parental contribution than men at the community college

($600 vs $340) and'significantlymore at the four-year public .('$850. vs $490). and



four-year independent ($1250 vs $830).

STUDENT-REPORTED PARENTAL CONTRIBUTION WOMEN MEN

(see Table 11)

Two-Year Institutions

Four-Year Public Institutions

Four-Year Private Institutions

$ 600

850

1,250

$ 340

490

830

The total nine-month academic budget for women is considerably less than the same

budget for men at the institutional levels, Women report a budget of $1770 vs a

$1960 budget for men at the community college; $2260 vs $2660 at the four-year

public level and $2870 vs $3110 at the prive.oe institution. The most dramatic

differences in the men and women'sbudgets appears to be within the room and board.

category. Women are more likely to live with a group of people and they also tend

to have more economical food requirements resulting in a saving factor in this

category. (see Table 12, Appendix VIII).

.Women consistently show lower personal incomes than men, the .greatest variance.

being reported at the four-year independent school level ($3080 for men vs $1760'

for women). At the community college, men report personal incomes of $3700 vs

$3000 for women and the difference at the four-year public level is a.7.)out $1000

with women reporting $2590 while men indicate $3500, Interestingly enough, women

seem to have more income at the two-year public level and the amount proportion-

ately diminishes at the four-year public ($2590) and four-Year independent ($1760)

respectively, The prdb4103,e cause for this substantial difference would seem to be

that women attending. community colleges are more likely to be employed than those

attending four -year public and private colleges. On the whole, women attending

public institutions, both two and four-year, report less indebtedness than men,

($1230 vs $1410 at' the community college and $1670 vs $1800 at the four-year-level).

However, women actually report slightly greater indebtedness than men at the four-

year private institutions,, $1720 vs $1710.
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In all segments, women earn less and borrow more often than men while attending

college. Statistics are not available for the number of hours women are employed

vs men; however, if traditional patterns hold true, we would -expect that women are

paid on the average substantially less than men.

For all employment programs, term-time and summertime, both on and off-campus,

women earn on the average of $900 less than men. At the community college level,

women earn $1100 vs $2100 reported earned by men; women report $1170 vs $2050 for

mcn at the four-j.:rar public level and $1080 vs $1880 at the independent four-year

college. Except at the community college level where women report average grants

and scholarships greater than men ($110 vs $100), women report smaller grants and

scholarships in four-year institutions ($140 vs $190 at four-year publics and $260

vs $290 at four-year privates).

Other federal and state benefits which include G.I. benefits, Social Security, Voc-

ational Rehabilitation and public assistance, men average greater benefits than

women. Since the G.I. program is the single largest program available at all in-

stitutional levels and men are more generally the beneficiaries of this program,

it is not surprising that the average benefits for men are substantially higher

than benefits for women. Unfortunately, male/female statistics for each of these

programs is not available, but it would be interesting to consider the average

variance between benefit recipients if G.I. Bill benefits were deleted. At the

two-year.level, men report benefits of $1580 as compared with $1190 for,women; at

the four-year public level, men indicate $1550 vs $1200 benefits for women; and

$1500 vs $1010 at the four-year independent schools.

During the 1971 academic year, women tended to borrow more heavily than men at all

three levels; the average per capita indebtedness is $110 vs $100 at the community

college, $220 vs .$220 at the four-year publics, and $280 vs $260 at the private

:p four-year institutions.
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Women in general seem to have substantially fewer resources.than men although

women's parents offer more support than do men's. Generally men have more sub-

stantial earnings and savings than women; thus making up for the difference and

'driving the average resources for men. substantially higher than women's available

resources.

STUDENT-REPORTED RESOURCES WOMEN MEN

Two-Year Institutions $2,200 $3,060

Four-Year Public Institutions 2,670 3,360

Four-Year Private Institutions 3,030 3,570

Women demonstrate a greater financial need than men at the community college,

$1220 vs $1150. At the four-year public level, women show a need of $1270 vs

$1430 for men and $1650 vs $1740 at the four-year private institution. (see Table 12).

V.I.V.1111%.

Women attending Washington colleges tend to be single dependent undergraduates

with a financial need slightly less than that for men ($1380 vs $1440). They tend

to borrow more, earn less, and receive smaller grants and scholarships and other

benefits than do men. Women tend to live more cheaply than men, to have less per-

sonal income and more indebtedness. Most women students come from families with

a slightly higher-income than men studentsand do on the whole receive more.parental

support while in college than do men. Women in Washington consistently perform

better than men academically although they are less persistent in their education

and reveal fewer aspirations for advanced degrees.



CHAPTER IX

THE ROLE OF EDUCATIONAL LOANS

INTRODUCTION

Much of the recent discussion on financing higher education has centered on the

importance of students loans in. future financing structures.

Loans provide a means for a student to invest in his/her future and to pay for the

schooling from the earnings that are attributable, at least in part, to the

education they received. There is not, at present any national census on how

much students can reasonably be asked to borrow. The indebtedness a student could

carry would obviously vary in accordance with his future earning power and the

terms of the loans. The chapter looks at two main components of the loan question.

Part A reviews the present indebtedness of the Washington students in the SRS popu-

lation. Part B concentrates on the availability of Federally-Insured Student

t-1, 1 et - 4 1 f .

on Part B would be in order.

A substantial number of students report being turned down for Federally-- Insured

Student,Loans. It is probable that many of the turn-downs are in fact turn-

Offs where a student was discouraged from applying.

The patterns portrayed in Part B may be as much a function of the- interaction of

students with individuals within leading institutions as it is of-bank policies

that place restrictions upon the loan program. Whatever the reasons may be, Part

B does identify some apparently serious problems in the Federally- Insured Student

Loan Program as it exists in Washington.
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CHAPTER IX PART A

LONG-TERM EDUCATIONAL LOAN INDEBTEDNESS OF STUDENT' BORROWERS

Of the 27,623 students in the statewide sample, 6509 respondents (23.6%) indi-

cated that they did owe money under long term educational loan programs. The

profile of their responses is as follows:

TOTAL INDEBTEDNESS
-STUDENT (AND SPOUSE)

PUBLIC 4-YEAR
INSTITUTIONS

N %

INDEPENDENT
INSTITUTIONS

N %

COMMUNITY
COLLEGES

N %

TOTAL SAMPLE

N

TOTAL NUMBER BORROWING 3165 48.5 11;32 22.3 1901 29.2 6509 100

AMOUNT BORROWED

$ 1 to 499 469 i...5 16u 11.0 46.5 24.5 1114 17.1

500 to 999 705 22.3 304 20.9 613 32.2 1622 24.9

1000 to 1999 625 19.8 332 22.9 317 16.7 1274 19.6

1500 to 2499 697 22.1 388 26.7 299 15.7 1384 21.3

2500 to 3499 337 10.7 151 10.4 104 5.5 592 9.1

3500 to 4499 142 4.5 65 4.5 34 1.8 241 3.7

4500 to 5999 78 2.5 28 1.9 22 1.2 128 2.0

6000 to 7499 61 1.9 19 1.3 28 1.5 108 1.7

Over 7500 22 0.7 5 0.3 19 1.0 46 0.7

In analyzing the long term borrowing patterns of the respondent population, there

are several important factors to he kept in mind. The students reporting educa-

tional indebtedness have been caught at one particular stage of their academic

(and borrowing) career. Eighty-five percent of the survey population indicated

that they would be returning to school in the fall. If 85% of those borrowing
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also plan to return, we can expect most of them to have to continue to borrow to

finance their education. They survey is also heavily weighted towards lower

division students (58%) who consistently report lower total borrowing, having been

in school less time. Average loan burdens for borrowing lower division students

at 4-year public- institutions is reported as $1050 as contrasted with $1730 re-

ported by upper division students and $2460 for graduate students. Comparable

figures for the respective class levels at independent institutions are $1320,

$1930, and $2700.

During the 1971-72 school year, 4772 students reported receiving educational

loans. This is 73,3% of all students reporting long term indebtedness. m',o

tentative propositions eould be proforred to explain the high correlation between

1971-72 borrowing and total borrowing. The first is that students who have to

borrow tend to borrow almost every year and therefore will normally show up in

boL4 eueaL and Lotal borrowing categories. the second proposition would sug-

gest that the large number of current year borrowers reflects a real increase

in the numbers of students borrowing for educational expenses and that both

the number of students borrowing and the total indebtedness of students is on

the increase and will result in total loan burdens substantially higher than

the average. indicated in the survey response.

In support of the second proposition is the marked increase in self-supporting

students that college financial aid officers have been noting for several years.

Of the 4 year public institution survey population, 21.6% of the respondents are

self-supporting undergraduates (and 41.4% report borrowing) and 11.5% are'self-

supporting graduate students (of whom, 45.4% have borrowed). A similar pattern

exists at the community colleges and independent institutions. There are more

self-supporting students (37.1% and 22.6% respectively) and these are the stu-.:

dents who must rely most heavily upon loans (46.6% and 32.9% of borrowers re,-

spectively).



If the trend towards self- supporting by more and more students continues; it will

invariably leari to higher total indebtedness.

WHO IS BORROWING

An analysis of the ethnic backgrounds of borrowers clearly indicates that Black

and Chicano students rely much more heavily upon loans than do white or Oriental

students.

In public 4-year institutions, 51.0% of the Black students borrowed as did 57.4%

of the Chicanos as contrasted with 29.6% of white students and 28.3% of Oriental

background students. Average indebtedness for these groups varied greatly, how-

evnr, with Blacks reporting the highest total indebtedness ($1970) and Chicanos

the least indebtedness ($1260) and whites and Orientals falling in between with

$1730 and $1530 respectively.

For independent institutions the comparable figures for percent having borrowed

and average total indebtedness were: Blacks - 42.2% and $1640; whites 34.2%.

and $1690; Chicanos 72.7% and $1980;'and Orientals 32.9% and $1760. There

were only 22 Chicanos in the independent sample so the number is not large, but

it is interesting to note the Ch.cano switch from lowest average indebtedness

in 4-year publics to the highest loan burden in the-private segment.

Fewer students botrowed and owed less if they did borrow in the community col-

leges but. again the pattern was the same with 23.7% of the Blacks owing an

average of $1470 as compared to 26.8% of the Chicano students (owing $690 on

the average) and white students 14,2% and $1320, and 10;2% and $1490 for

Oriental students.

In the public fout-yeat institutions, men are slightly more likely to borrow

than are women and owe somfi,what more on the average ($1800 versus $1670). In

the independent colleges, women are overrepresented by almost one percent in



the borrowing population and have slightly higher average debts ($1720 versus

$1710 for men). Women are also the majority (53 out of 103) of those borrowers

at independent colleges reporting indebtedness of over $3500. At the community

colleges womi.-n (43.2% of survey population and 47.9% of borrowers) are signifi-

cantlymore likely to borrow than men but report slightly lower indebtedness.:

($1230 versus $1410 for men).

PARENTAL INCOME AND BORRO=

FOUR-YEAR PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS

UNDER 6,000 9,000 12,000 15,000 OVER
PARENTAL INCOME $6,000 to to to to 18,000

8,999 11,999 14,_999 17,999

PERCENT OF SURVEY POPULATION 14.2% 12.3% 16.5% 37.2% 12.1% 27.7%

PERCENT OF BORROWERS 20.4% 17.0% 16.3% 18.4% 8.9% 12.8%

AVERAGE INDEBTEDYESS $1570 $1570 $1760 $1920 $1590 $1880

INDEPENDENT INSTITUTIONS

PERCENT OF SURVEY POPULATION 13.8% 13.9% 14.9% 16.0% 10.9% 30.5%

PERCENT OF BORROWERS 19.7% 20.4% 19.8% 15.5% 10.6% 14.1%

AVERAGE INDEBTEDNESS $1540 $1620 $1690 $2010 $1710 $1720

CONNUNITY COLLEGES

PERCENT OF SURVEY POPULATION 19.9% 15.7% 18.3% 16.7% 9.8% 19.6%

PERCENT OF BORROWERS 25.0% 19.4% 15.6% 16.1% 7.0% 9.4%

AVERAGE INDEBTEDNESS $1080 $1140 $1380 $1590 $1700 $1540

In all types of institutions, students from families with incomes below $9000 are

consistently borrowing more often than students from higher income families. Con7.

versely, the average indebtedneSs of the lower income students is also lower than
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that of their higher income classmates. This could be caused by more cautious

borrowing by lower income students but it could also be influenced by overre71-

resentation of lower income students in lower division ,programs and in the

munity colleges where indC)tedness is obviously less as it is for two years of

education rather than Touv 07 core ye-, The 1-tter is probably the biggest

factor although low income students do seem to be more cautious about acquiring

large debts.

Lower income students are more often financial a rec:Lpients dlaan students, g
'

higher income families. ,so ii is .0,, ,t,e, find that aid recipients (t

are more likely to borrow than non-recipients) report lower average indebtedness

than non-aid applicants; $1760 for non-applicants versus $1680 for aid reablwuts

in the public four-year institutions and $1840 INarstO, $1660 respect ely 4114LN

independent institution comparable figures of $1540 and $1040 in the com-

munity colleges. The amount of money an aid recipient can borrow is usually

limited to that amount for which he can 'Objectively demonstrate financial need.

The lower indebtedness of aid recipients is undoubtedly a result of limiting

his borrowing to his needs. The new higher education amendment of 1972 extends

need analysis to the Federally Insured Student Loan Program. It is probable that

n.:!ed analysis will lower the average amount borrowed particularly for students

from higher income families and thus lower total indebtedness for these students

who at present tend to borrow more per loan when they do borrow.

With 17.2% of the borrowers reporting total indebtedness of over $2500 and 2.4%

exceeding $6000 in total debt, substantial numbers of students borrowing large

sums of money. to finance their education.

And although the pattern is not yet clear, one inference that can be drawn from

the data would indicate that more students are loan dependent than ever before;

and that the outside limit of reasonable loan burdens under existing program

regulations. is being approached by an increasing number of students



CHPFTER IX - PAT B

THE AVAILABILITY OF FEDERALLY-INSURED STUDENT LOANS

There has been considerable concern about the difficulties students may be encoun-

tering in securing Federally-Insured Student Loans from lending institutions part-

icipating. in the federal loan program. As a result of this concern, students who

had attempted to borrow under theFISL program were asked a series of questions

about the loan application process. Their answers indicate clearly that serious

probLc= do exist in the FISE program in Washington.

HOW IMPORTANT ARE FISL LOANS

Of the 27,623 students in the total survey population, seven percent (1942 students)

report :A borrcyuing under the TISL program during the 1971-72 school year.

FISL BORROWERS IN 1971-72

TYPE OF INSTITUTION
NUMER OF
BORROWERS AVERAGE LOAN

PERCENT OF
POPULATION

FOUR-YEAR PUBLIC
INSTITUTIONS 975 $1,010 9.3%

INDEPENDENT INSTI-
TUTIONS 403 1,100 9.5

COMMUNITY COLLEGES 564 1,020 4.4

Students at four-year institutions were considerably more likely to borrow than

were community college students, although the average amount borrowed by the re-

spondents remained relatively constant regardless of the type or cost of the in-

stitution' attended.

FISL program loans are not the major source of educational loans for the survey

population. Respondents reported receiving 1895 National Defense Student Loans

during 1971-72 school year plus several hundred more Nursing, and Health Professions

Loans. Thus, the campus-based federal student loans were a more important source

of funds than were the bank initiated FISL loans.



This is contrary to- the pattern in many states where the state guaranty loans or

direct FISL loans are by far the major source of student borrowing.

One reason for the lesser reliance on FISL program loans may he the difficulty

students encounter in securing their loans from banks and other participating

lending institutions.

SUCCESS OF POTPITIAL BORROWERS IN SECURING LOANS

HAVE YOU EVER RECEIVED
A FEDERALLY-INSURED

' STUDENT LOAN?

PUBLIC 4-YEAR INDEPENDENT COMMUNITY
INSTITUTIONS INSTITUTIONS COLLEGES

N N .

NO. I WAS REFUSED A
LOAN BY THE ONLY BANK
THAT I CONTACTED. 311 16.3% 139 17.4% 907 22.8%

NO. I TRIED TWO OR MORE
BANKS AND COULD NOT
OBTAIN A LOAN. 105 5.5 63 7.9 286 7.2

YES. I OBTAiNv,D A LOAN,
BUT I ;iAS 1,CITIALL1
TURNED DOWN BY AT
LEAST ONE OTHER BANK 216 11.3 87 10.9 432 10.8

YES. I RECEIVED A LOAN
FROM THE FIRST BANK
I CONTACTED. 1,271 66.8 508 63.7 2,360 59.2

TOTAL NUMBER OF RESPON-
DENTS 1,903 797 3,985

As the table indicates, large numbers of students are encountering difficulties in.

obtaining FISL loans. Overall, 70% of potential applicants do succeed in receiving

loans with.10.87 having to go to two or more banks before finding an institution

willing to lend them money.

Students at four-year institutions were much more likely to obtain a loan than were

students at community colleges (78.1% at four-year publics, 74.6% at independent

institutions vs 55.2% borrowing success at the community colleges).

Of those students who persevered after being turned down by at least one bank, 60%

finally succeeded in obtaining a loan.



The reasons for a bank refusing a loan most frequently cited by the respondents

were:

A. No loans to freshmen or sophomores (22.7%).

B. No loans to non- depositors (13.1%).

C. Bank had lent all the money available for the program (12.57).

D. No reason given by the bank (13.9%).

E. Other reasons (37.8%).

White students were also much more likely to receive FISL loans than non-white stu-

dents (71.6% eventual success rate vs 55.8% for non-whites). This pattern is part-

icularly pervasive among community college respondents where 64.3% of the non-white

applicants were refused loans.

Students were also asked if they obtained the full amount of the loan for which

they had applied (under the legal limit of $1500). More than 80% of the respondents

from four-year institutions indicated that they had received the full application

amount while 65.2% of community college borrowers responded affirmatively to the

same questions.'

In most cases, the student himself decided on the amount he wished to borrow (70.5%

at four-year publics, 61.5% at independents and 60.2% at community colleges), but

in many. cases, the bank (17.1%, 23% and 21.3% respectively by institutional type)

or campus financial aid officer (12.4%, 15.5% and 18.5%) set the application amount.

SUMARY

From the student responses to the questions on the Federally-Insured Student Loan

Program, it is evident that the direct lending institution program as it presently

functions in Washington is less than an ideal vehicle for providing educational

loan6 for students. Of the respondents, 40.8% were turned down by at least one bank

and 30% of the total respondent group were unable to secure a loan at all.



If higher costs or changing financing patterns should increase the demand for

educational loans,- then some incentives for lending institutions to increase

their willingness to make loans would have to be developed.



CHAPTER X

ESTIMATING THE IMPACT OF NEW FEDERAL STUDENT AID LEGISLATION

In June, the President of the United States signed into law the "Education

Amendments of 1972", a landmark piece of legislation that will have major impact

on student financial aid and other important higher education programs. In its

omnibus form, the Bill covers a wide array of programs and issues in Higher Educa--

tion, continues most of the legislation enacted during the 1.960's with amendments, and

introduces several Major new concepts in federal financing of education. New .programS

are authorized including Basic Educational. Opportunity Grants, State Scholarship

Incentive Grants, general aid to institutions of higher education, and community

college assistance.

It will take some months before the Bill and all of its impact will be understood.

How this legislation will operate will depend greatly on the moneys that are yet

to be appropriated, and on the guidelines and regulations-for the programs as deter-

mined by the Commissioner of Education. For the purposes of _this report, however,

the Student Resource Survey responses were analyzed in terms of what isJmown about

the potential impact of the Basic Grant program on student. aid programs in the

State.. Half -time students,.now eligible for all'Federal student aid programs, were

anrestiinates made on

the numbers of students to be reached with .the new Basic Grants program:

Under the Basic Grant Program, every student will be entitled to receive a grant as

the foundation for all other student assistance programs. If fully funded, students

would receive ..up to $1400 less the expected family contribution (to be determined

by the Commsioner. of Education, but assumed to be the same as CSS expectations),

or half the cost of attending college, whichever is less. In the event, as expected,

that appropriations are-insufficient-to meet the full entitlement,..then Basic Grants

are to be reduced on a prescribed graduated scale and are not to exceed 60% of "need"

if funding for the program is between 75 and 100% of the authorized level or .507 of



"need" if the fundirs level is less than 75%. Examples of Basic Gra:-..t amounts,

entitlements, and awards under various levels of college cost and program funding

are given below:

FAMILY ,

COLLEGE CONTI- FINANCIAL EG FULL FUNDING ENTI- 75-99% LESS THAN 75%
COST. BUTION NEED AMOUNT TLENENT /AWARD FUNDING AWARD FUNDING AWARD

$3,000 -.0- $3,000 $],400 $1,400 $1,050 $1,050
3,000 500 2,500 900 -900 630 630
2,500 500 2,000 900 900 630 630
2,000 500 1500 900 900 630 630
1,500 -0- 1,500 1,400 750 900 750
1,500 500 1,000 900 750 600 500
1,500 1,000 500 400 400 200 200

For each institution:and segment of higher education in this study, an analysis was

made of the estimated Basic Grant eligibility for dependent undergraduate students,

u3ing student-reported total college budget data and CSS expected parental conti-

butions. Self - supporting students were identified as being potantially eligible for

Basic Grants, but the method of determining award amounts is not specified in.the law

and it isnot now possible to Speculate on the pertinent guideline's and regulations

...yet tobeAew.lop.ed,---



Highlights of the Basic Grants analysis are presented in the following table:

BASIC GRANT ANALYSIS1

FOUR-YEAR PUBLIC
INSTITUTIONS

INDEPENDENT

IN$TITUT1ONS
COMMUNITY,

COLLEGES

PERCENT OF DEPENDENT UNDERGRADS
ELIGIBLE FOR B.G. 197 24% 18%

PERCENT OF ABOVE NOW RECEIVING AID 29% 43% 25%

AVERAGE FULL-FUNDING AWARD $738 $834 $654

PERCENT ENROLLED FULL-TIME 85% 91% 83%

AVERAGE 50% NEED AWARD $ 478 $ 564 s. 408

AVERAGE FULL-TIME AWARD 491 582 429

AVERAGE PART-TIME AWARD 383 378 304

AVERAGE STUDENT EXPENSE BUDGET 2,490 2,990 1,870

PERCENT OF SELF-SUPPORTING UNDERGRADS 22% 21% 36%
,

PERCENT OF ABOVE NOW RECEIVING AID 19% 35% 25%

AVERAGE STUDENT EXPENSE BUDGET $2,840 $3,580 $2,305

i -See Appendix X, Table I for the complete analysis

.

It is interesting to note that only 18% of the undergraduate Stpdents_at the.community

colleges are estimated to be dependent and eligible. for Basic. Grants,compared:to 19%.

for Four-year public institutions and 24% for private college and. universities. First

reactions are to 'expect:a reverse order of such percentages, but further analysis of

the data indicated that the high percentage (36%) of self- supporting students in the

coi-anunity colleges is responsible for this phenomenon. ,Self- supporting students

report an_ayerage family income,of approximately $9,870 at the community college, with

dependent students reporting an average of $13,250. The overall average of $11,960 and

the income distribution forthe whole is distorted, then, by the self-supporting

student picture. The private institutions show the highest percent (24%) of Basic



Grant eligible undergraduate dependent students and they have the lowest percentage

(21%) of self-supporting students.

One critical factor identified in the:analysis for Basic Grants is that 75% of the

community college undergraduate dependent students estimated to be eligible arc not

now receiving, any financial aid from the institutions. (In fact, 63% reported that they

had not even applied for financial aid). This holds true for 71% of the four-year

public institution students and for 577 of those.ehrolled at private colleges and

universities'. If these percentages hold, the potential dollar impact of Basic Grants

on student aid will be extremely significant.

The actual award schedule for Basic Grants will be prepared by the U.S. Office of

Education, after the family contribution rates are determined and.the amount of appro-

priations becomes known. Institutions will be asked to estimate the numbers of enrolled

undergraduates eligible for Basic Grants, but all students with established eligibility

arc entitled to the determined award amounts regardless of institutions estimates or its

participation in other student aid programs.

The data reported from this survey should make it possible to estimate the numbers of

Basic Grant eligible undergraduate students and, once the award schedule is available,

to estimate the dollars of foundation assistance that will be available by campus and

segment and for the entire State. It is not now known how this new program is to fit

with the supplementary E.O.G., work-study, and Direct Student Loan programs in prOviding

a "package" of aid for a particular student. But it is clear that informed estimates of

Basic Grant availability will be required for an institution to prepare an application

for sufficient supplementary funds.



APPE1 IJ I X

THE CIiAnTs,- TABLES AND EXHIBITS IN THE APPENDIX ARE
KEYED TO THE .CHAPTERS IN THE REPORT PROPER.

THE SUPPORTING DOCUlqFNTATION FOR SEVERAL. OF THE
-CHATTER:5 WAS INCLUDED IN THE Bory OF TEE P.EPORT AND
Is NM- RP.P1ZTNTr-D- TN TT1T51 srcTTnN, 9 up.py1

IS NOT AN APPENDIX ENTRY-FOR EACH CEAPTER.



CHAPTER I I- APPENG IX I I

ricv
1.1-1

159 -



34. ( ) Stale Need Grant

35. ( ) Federal grants: Educational Oppor-
tunity Grants, Nursing Scholarship or
Health Professions Scholarship

36. ( ) Law Enforcement Education Program
Grant (L.E.E.P.)

37. Institutional grants or scholarships
(Also include EOP grants, fellow
ships, and troineeships)

38. ( I Scholarships or grants or fellowships
from sources not previously listed

39. ( ) Bureau of Ind:an Affairs

40. I G.I. Bill

41. ( .._ ) Social Security

42. ( ) Public Assistcnce

43. ( ) State Vocational Rehab:Motion-
Employment Security

44. ( ) Other Federal or Stote benefits not
previously listed

LOANS

45. ) Notional Defense Student Loon, Nurs
ing or tiechh Professions Student
Loon

46. Law Enforcement Eclucotion Progrom
Loans IL.E.E.P.)

47. ( ) Federolly Insured Student Loan, or
other slate guaranteed loans (loons
obtained through banks or other
lending agencies)

48. ( ) Institutional longterm loans not pre-
viously listed

49. ( Other loans (exclude college emer
gency loons)

ADDITIONAL FINANCIAL INFORMATION

50. Whot was the °moms-in-wow ammins 1071
Income (yours and spouse's) from em-
ployment, before foxes (exclude all gift
aid and loans)?

(01 $0 to $999
0) shoot) to 51,999
(2) 52,000 to 52,999
(3) 53,000 to 53.999
(4) 54,000 to 54.999
(5) 55,000 to 55,999
(6) 56,000 to 57,499

, 57,500 to 58,999
(8) $9,000 to 511,999
(9) - $12,000 arid above

51. How much do you (and your spouse) owe
for all longternt rtudern loan programs?

(0) 0 SO
(I) SI to 5.199
(2) $500 to $999
(3) $1,000 to $1,499
14) 0 51,500 to $2,499
(5) 52,500 to 53,499
(6) 53,500 to $4,499
(7) 54,500 to $5,999
(8) 56,000 to $7,499
(ci 57,500 and over

52. Did you apply (or financial aid at you,
campus for 1971-72?

(0) No
(1) Yes, I applied for aid and it was

granted
(2) Yes, I applied for aid, but I was

told that I was ineligible
(3) Yes, I applied for old, but I was

told no funds were ovailable
(4) Yes, I applied for aid, but I wos

denied--no reason for denial was
given.

53. How did you find out that finonciol aid
programs were available?

(0) Parents
II) Friends
(21 High school counselor
(3) Printed notice
44) Other

54. Indicate level of your frustration with Ibis
questionnaire. (This question is to re-
lieve boredom and is optional.)

101 Na bather
(II A slight bother but no difficulty in

answering questions
(2) A real nuisance but no difficulty in

answering questions
13) A real hassle coupled with difficulty

it answering questions
(4) What, onolher questionnaire?

55. (.- ) How many of your .Srethers or sisters
are dependent on your poients `e-
gal guardian for financiol support?

56. ) How many of these dependent broth-
ers or sisters included in onswer 53
are also In college this year?

57. Did, your parents claim you as a .d.neendent
for Federal lax purposes tor the calendar
year 1971?

(0) Yes No

58. Will your parents claim you as a dependent
for Federof tax purposes in the 1972
calendar year?

(01 Yes (I) Na

59. Are you receiving food stamps?
(0) Yes It) 0 No

OTHER QUESTIONS

60. When at college, Where do you normally
live?

'(0)

(1)
(2)

(3)

With potent:
V:ith relatives
University or college residence hall

C] University or college oporrmenr or

(4) Fraternity or Sorority
15) Off campus, non-college residence

hall
(6) Rented room with or without board
(7) Other offcompus housing alone or

with spouse
(8) Other ofbcompus housing with one

or two roomrnotes
(9) Other off-campus housing with

three or more roommates

61. What Is the distance from your living quar-
ters to campus?

(0) I live on campus
(1) 0 Under 1 mile
(2) More than I mile but less than 3
13) More thon 3 miles but less than 5
(41 El Mare than 5 miles but less than I0
(5) More than 10 miler but less thon 15
(6) More than '15 miles but less than 25
(7) More than 25

62. How do you usually
campus?

(0) Walk
(1) Automobile
(2) Use public transportation
(3) Cor pool
(4) Bike or motorbike
(5) College bus
(6) Hitchhike

63. How would you rate your academic
achievement as measured by grades in
college?

101 Mostly A's (3.5 or higher)
(I) Mostly In (2.5 to 3.4)
(21 Mostly Cs (1.5 to 2.4)
131 Mostly D's (below 1.5)
(4) No grades received os yet

get to yen. college

64. Are you a veteran of the U.S. Armed
Forces?

(0) Yes (I) No

65. How were you admitted to the college you
are now attending?

(0) Ac a first -.1:ne freshman
(I) As CI transfer from o Washington

community college with on A.A.
degree

12) As a transfer from a Washington
community college without an A.A.
degree

131 As rf transfer from a Washington
unism'sity campus

(4) As a transfer from o Washington
stote ::allege

151 As a tronsfer from a private Wash.
ington four -year institution

(6) t; transfer from a four-year non.
V.fc',hington institution

it) As o transfer from cc two:year non-
Wasinngton insntution

[] As a graduate of a fouryear in
stiturion
Other191

66. Are you planning to return to school in the
fall (72)?

(0) Yes
(11 No--I plon to receive my degree
(2) No-I plan to drop out and return

toter
131 No-I plan to drop out

67. Were you employed summer of 1971?
(01 No, and I did not seek summer em-

ployment
(1) No, but I did seek summer employ

ment
12) Yes, bur could only secure porttirne

employment
(3) Yes, I worked folltirne last summer

68. Have you ever applied for a Federally In-
sured Student Loan (loan obtoined from
a bank or lending agency -- excludes
loans from your college)?

(0) Yes II) Na
If you answered question 68 affirmatively,

preaze respond to questions 69-72.

69, Have you ever received a Federolly Insured
Student Lean?

(01 Na. I wos refused a loan by the
only bank (or other lending agency)
that I contacted

(I) No,. I tried two or more banks and
could not obtain a Icon

(2) Yes, I was refused a loan from the
first bank contacted but received
one from the second bank applied
to

(3) Yes, I was refused a loan by two or
more banks before I finchy ob
:dined a loan -

(4) Yes, I received a Icon from the first
bank I contacted

Who determined Ilse amount of the loan
for which you applied? Ube legnI maxi-
mum for any one year is $1500)

(01 Myself
(I) The bonk set the amount under

$1500
(2) The Financial Aid Officer told me

how much I could borrow without
reducing my other financial aid

71. Did you obtain the full amount for which
you opplied?

(0) Yes (11 Na

72. If you were refused a Federally Insured
Student Loan what reason was given?
Elf refused more than once use the first
reason given or the most common-one
response only)

(0) No loans to freshmen or sophomores
(1) Na loons to voc-tech students
(2) r4o loan to non-depositors (student

and /or parents)
(31 Out of banking area
(4) I was told my grades were too law
(5) The bank hod lent oil of the money

available Tar this program
16) No loans given to monied wernen
(7) Bonk approved loan bul Federal

government would not insure loon
18) Oilier
19) No reason given
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STUDENT RESOUkCE SURVEY
Conducted by this institution in cooperation with the Stole of Washington Council on Higher
Education.

The purpose of tins surve, is to collect information for use in determining how students finance
their education. Thu survey is also to be conducted at other public and private universities and
colleges. The results will be helpful in the assessment of current n:etheds of financing pos:
secondary educatrun in this State and the adequacy of student financial aid programs. The
information needed can be collected only from students. The success of this survey depends
solely upon the accuracy of the data; we will be grateful for your cooperation.

You are not asked to provide your name or ony other' identifying doto, and your responses will
be completely confidential,

4. In which of the following programs are
you enrolled?

(0) Agriculture Sciences
(I) Business Adminisration

merce Technologies
(2) Humanities or Social Sciences
(3) Physical and Life Sciences, Mathe-

matics
(4) Engineering. Architecture, or Me-

chanical' and Engineering Technol
ogles

(5) Education
(6) Nursing
(71 Health Professions or Health Serv

ices and Paramedical Technologies
(8) Law. Public Affairs and Services, or

19) Undeclared major or other

or Corn-

Public Service Related Technologies

5. What is your current class level?
(0) High school senior
(1) College freshman-0-44 quarter

credit hours
(2) College Sophomore-45-89 quarter

credit hours
(3) College junior--90.134 quatlar

credit hours
(4) College senior -135.179 quarter

credit hsco,c.
(5) Fifth-year undergraduate
16) Firstyear graduate or professional

student
VI Second-year graduate or proles -'

sionol student
(8) Thirdyear graduate or professional

student
(9) Fourth-year (or more) graduate or

professional student

What class load are you carrying?
t04 0 Less thap ?/, of ct full-time coarse

of study
(1) y, to y of a full-time' course of

study
(2) A full-time course of study

7. Age at nearest birthday:
(0) 17 or under (5) 22-21
(1) 18 (6) 25-29
(2) 19 (7) 30-34
(3) 20 (8) 35.40
(4) 21 (9) 0 41 and over

8. Seer

10) Mole (1) 0 Female

9. How do you describe yourself?
(0) American Indian/Notive American
(1) Black/Afro American/Negro
12) Caucasian /White
(31 Chicano/Mexican American
141 Filipino
(5) Oriental/Asian American
(61 Other Sponish-speaking American
17) Other

10. Marital status:
(0) Never morried (3) Divorced
(11 0 Married (4) Widowed
(2) Separated (5) Other

11. ( ) If you have children, how many of
them are dependent on you for sup-
port?

12. Residence status for tuition purposes:
(0) Washington resident
(1) Non - Washington resident other than

5, 6, 7, 11. or 9 below
(2) Foreign student - Nen-immigrant

visa
(3) trnrnigront -Washington residency

established
(4) Immigrant -Washington residency

not established
(5) Alaska resident
(6)

(7)

(8)
(91

California resident
Hawaii resident
Idaho resident
Oregon resident

13. Villat is the highest level of education you
plan to complete here or elsewhere?

(0) Doctor's degree (Ph.D., Ed.D., J.D.,
M.D., D.D.S., etc.)

(11 Master's degree (M.A.. M.S., etc.) or
first prefesiional degree

(2) Bachelor's degree (B.A., B.S.. etc.)
(3) Associated Art, Associated Technical

degree Ivocotionaltechn:c011
(4) 0 Associated Arts degree (general

studies)
(5) Nondegree terminal program be

...you.. I urn; reuie siussy
(6) Non-degree technical progrorn--.

less than 1 year study
(7) No degree plans

FINANCIAL QUESTIONS

14. Whether you an:Independent of your par-
ents or not, what was the approximate
1971 income of your parents or legal
guardian before taxes (include income
from all sources)?

(0) In Less than $3,000 a year
11; Betwesil $3,000 and $5,999
(2) 0 Belvieen 56,000 and 57,499
(3) Between $7,500 and $8,999
(4) Between $9,000 and $11,999
(5) Between $12,000 and $14,999
(6) 0 Between 515,000 and $17,999
(7) Between $18,000 and $20,999
(81 Between $21,000 and $24,999
(91 $25,000 and above

15. On the average, about how many hours per
week are you employed while school is
In session?

(0) None
(1) 1 to 5 hours
(2) 6 to 10 hours
(3) 11 to 15 hours
(4) 16 to 20 hours
(5) 21 to 25 hours
(6) 26 to 30 hours
(7) 31 to 35 hours
(81 36 or more

16_ Do you (and spouse If applicable) contrib-
ute to your own support?

10) Na
Ii) Yes, but my parents andtor spouse's

parents provide :ant of my support
(2) Yes, I on primarily self-supporting

Questions 17 to 49 relate to the costs of at-
tending college and the ways in which you
finance your education. Neese enter the ap-
plicable code corresponding to the dollar
ranges (staled below) in the ( ) which pre-
cedes questions 17 through 49.

Code Range
(01 for $00 or None
(1) for St to $200
(2) for $201 to $400
(3) for $401 to $600
(4) for $601 to 51,000
(5) for $1,001 to 51,500
(6) far $1,501 to $2,000
(7) for 52,001 to $2,500
(8) for $2,501 to $3,000
(9) for 53,001 and above

COLLEGE EXPENSES: Estimote your total nine-
. month academic budget fer the current 1971.
72 year, using the dollar ranges above. For
married students, estimate, total (amity budget
for a nine- month academic yeor and enter
spouse's tuition and fees under Item 21.

17. ( ) Tuition and fees

1 Rooks, zunnlies and course mate.
rials

19. ( ) Room and board

20. ( 1 ironsportation

21. ....1 Clothir;g, recreation, health care and
other expenses

SOURCE OF FINANCIAL SUPPORT: Estimate the
amount of money you will teceive or utilize
during the nine-month academic year (1972-
73) hem each of the following sources. using
the dollar eangei obove.

FAMILY

22. (.._. ) Parent or legal guardian

23. ( ) Spouse

OY/N EMPLOYMENT
A. School year employment

24. ) College WorkStudy Program

25. ( ..... ) Assistantships, teaching or research

26. (..._ ) On campus employment (non-College
WorkStudy Program)

27, ) Other employment

B. Summer employment

28. ( College Work-Study Program

29. ( ) Assistantships, teaching or research
30. On-campus employment (non-College

Work-Study Program)

31. ( ) Other employment

PERSONAL SAVINGS

32. ( ) From savings (Exclude amounts In
2B-31)

GRANTS, SCHOLARSHIPS, FELLOWSHIPS,
AND TRAINEESHIPS

33. ( ) Tuition and Fee Waiver (public In-
stitutions) or Tuition Supplement
Grant (private institutions)



Community Colleges

Bellevue 316

Big Bend - 292

Centralia 384

Clark 846

Columbia Basin - 503

Edmonds 264

Everett 393

Fort Stoilcoom - 358

Grays Harbor - 350

Green River - 620

Highline - 996

LoWer Columbia - 256

Olympic - 1,079

Peninsula 365

Seattle, Central Campus 1,005

Seattle, North Campus - 334.

Seattle, South Campus - 516

Shoreline 353

Skagit Valley - 653

Spokane 793

Spokane Falls - 323

Tacoma 638

Walla Walla 392

Wenatchee: Valley - 92

EXHIBIT B,.APPENDIX II

WASHINGTON STUDENT RESOURCE SURVEY

PARTICIPATING INSTITUTIONS

Community Colleges Cont'd

Whatcom - 123

Yakima Valley - 687

Public Four-Year institutions

Central Washington State - 1,171

Eastern Washington State - 1,313

Evergreen State - 235

University of Washington - 4,791

Washington State University- 1,582

Western Washington State "- 1,370

Independent Institutions

Fort Wright College of Holy Names 67

Gonzaga University - 234

_Northwest _College .-_233

Pacific Lutheran University 629

St. Martin's College - 291

Seattle Pacific College 260

Seattle University 319

University of Puget Sound 1,512

Walla Walla College - 363

Whitman College 141

Whitworth College - 181
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APPENDIX VII - TABLE 1

STUDENTS WITH FINANCIAL DEFICITS (NEED AFTER ALL RESOURCES AND AID)
PUBLIC 4-YEAR
INSTITUTIONS

N %

10,462

INDEPENDENT
INSTITUTIONS

N %

4,230

COMMUNITY
COLLEGES-

N %

12,931

TOTAL
SAMPLE

N

27,623

%

TOTAL RESPONDENTS WITH
DEFICITS 2,944 28% 1,505 36% 3,380 26% 7,829 28%

AVERAGE FINANCIAL DEFICIT $1,005 $1,295 $1,050 $1,080

MEDIAN FINANCIAL DEFICIT 680 740 550 635

TOTAL PER CAPITA DEFICIT 190 265 145 180

SEX MEDIANS AND PERCENT
WITH DEFICITS

MALE $ 49) 24% $ 875 31% $ 500 21% $ 565 24%

FEMALE 540 33 780 .40 640 33 625 34

ETHNIC BACKGROUND (MEDIANS
AND PERCENT)

AMERICAN INDIAN $ 820 39% $ 740 42% $ 500 27% S 670 327,

BLACK/NEGRO .800 39 1,100 ',39 410 32 685 35

CAUCASIAN 510 27 730 35 505 26 545. 27

SPANISH AMERICAN 790 31 310 23i 510 28 575 28

ASIAN/FILIPINO 1,120 34 750 51 750 33. 920 36

OTHER 480 .44 690 52 510 42 720 32

APPLIED FOR FINANCIAL AID
(MEDIANS AND PERCENT)

NO $ 490 67% $ 730 61% $ 510 76% $ 540 71%

YES - GRANTED 730 21 740 30 500 16 655 20

YES - INELIGIBLE 480 . 6 675 5 870 4 650 4

YES - NO FUNDS. 4 1,240 3 1,590 3 1;190 3

YES NO REASON 505 2 675 1 150 1 440 2
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SPECIAL STUD ET GROUPS
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CHPPTER X .APPENDIX X

ESTIVATING THE IMPACT CF FEERAL STUrElli AID FGIsl ATION



APPENDIX X, TABLE 1

BASIC GRANTS

SUMMARIES FROM WASHINGTON STUDENT RESOURCES SURVEY, SPRING 1972
FOUR-YEAR PUBLIC INDEPENDENT COMUNITY

INSTITUTIONS INSTITUTIONS COLLEGES

TOTAL UNDERGRADUATE RESPONDENTS

NUMBER DEPENDENT, ELIGIBLE FOR B.G.

10,462

2,016

19%

585

56%

$738

85%

(29%)

.4,230

1,015

24%

441 (43%)

40%

$834

91%

12,931

2,328

18%

590

63%

$654

83%

PERCENT DEPENDENT, ELIGIBLE FOR B.G.

NUMBER AND PERCENT NOW RECEIVING AID

PERCENT NOT APPLYING FOR AID

FULL-FUNDING AVERAGE AWARD

PERCENT ENROLLED FULL-TIME

AVERAGE FULL-TIME AWARD $754 $855 $679

AVERAGE PART-TIME AWARD 626 619 527

60% FUNDING AVERAGE AWARD $478

AVERAGE FULL-TIME AWARD 491 :::582 430

AVERAGE PART-TIME AWARD 383 378 304

50% FUNDING AVERAGE AWARD $478 $564 $408

AVERAGE FULL-TIME AWARD 491 429

AVERAGE PART-TIME AWARD 383 378 304

AVERAGE STUDENT EXPENSE BUDGET $2,490 $2,990 $1,870

NUMBER SELF-SUPPORTING 2,266 819 4,252

PERCENT SELF-SUPPORTING 22% 21% .36%

AVERAGE STUDENT EXPENSE BUDGET $2,840 $3,580 $2,305

NUMBER NOW RECEIVING AID 569 283 797

PERCENT NOW RECEIVING AID 3.9% 35% 25%

(257)
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